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When electrons are conėned to a two dimensional layer with a perpendicular
applied magnetic ėeld, such that the ratio of electrons to Ěux quanta (ν) is a small
integer or simple rational value, these electrons condense into remarkable new phases
of maĨer that are strikingly diﬀerent from the metallic electron gas that exists in the
absence of a magnetic ėeld. ĉese phases, called integer or fractional quantumHall
(IQH or FQH) states, appear to be conventional insulators in their bulk, but behave as
a dissipationless metal along their edge. Furthermore, electrical measurements of such
a system are largely insensitive to the detailed geometry of how the system is contacted
or even how large the system is... only the order in which contacts are made appears to
maĨer. ĉis insensitivity to local geometry has since appeared in a number of other
two and three dimensional systems, earning them the classiėcation of “topological
insulators” and prompting an enormous experimental and theoretical eﬀort to
understand their properties and perhaps manipulate these properties to create robust
quantum information processors. ĉe focus of this thesis will be two experiments
designed to elucidate remarkable properties of the metallic edge and insulating bulk of
certain FQH systems.
To study such systems, we can use mesoscopic devices known as single electron
transistors (SETs). ĉese devices operate by watching single electrons hop into and
out of a conėning box and into a nearby wire (for measurement). If it is initially
unfavorable for an electron to leave the box, it can be made favorable by bringing
another charge nearby, modifying the energy of the conėned electron and pushing it
out of the box and into the nearby wire. In this way, the SET can measure nearby
charges. Alternatively, we can heat up the nearby wire to make it easier for electrons to
enter and leave the box. In this way, the SET is a sensitive thermometer.
First, by operating the SET as an electrometer, we measure the local charge of the
ν = Ʃ=Ʀ FQH state. An immediate consequence of measuring fractionally quantized
conductance plateaus is that the charge of local excitations should be a fraction of e, the
charge of an electron. ĉe simplest charge that would be expected at ν = Ʃ=Ʀ would
e=Ʀ. However, if the charged particles that condense into the ν = Ʃ=Ʀ FQH state are
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paired, the expected local charge becomes e=ƨ. By watching these local charges being
added to compressible puddles at ν = Ʃ=Ʀ and ν = ƫ=Ƨ, we ėnd that the local charge at
ν = Ʃ=Ʀ is indeed e=ƨ, indicating that objects of charge e are pairing to form the ground
state of the system. ĉis has implications for the future possibility of detecting
non-Abelian braiding statistics in this state, and is described in detail in Chapter Ǌ.
By further monitoring how eagerly these e=ƨ particles enter puddles as we increase
the temperature, we can aĨempt to identify the presence of some excess entropy
related to an unconventional degeneracy of their ground state. Such an entropy would
be expected if the ν = Ʃ=Ʀ state exhibited non-Abelian braiding statistics. Progress on
these experiments and prospects for building a quantum computer are presented in
Chapter ǋ.
Next, by operating the SET as a thermometer, we monitor heat Ěow along the
compressible edge and through the bulk of IQH and FQH states. As an edge is heated
and charge on that edge is swept downstream by the external magnetic ėeld, we expect
that charge to carry the injected energy in the same downstream direction. However,
for certain FQH states, this is not the case. By heating an edge with a quantum point
contact (QPC) and monitoring the heat transported upstream and downstream, we
ėnd that heat can be transported upstream when the edge contains structure related to
ν = Ʀ=Ƨ FQH physics. Surprisingly, this can be present even when the bulk is in a
conventional insulating (IQH) state. Additionally, we unexpectedly ėnd that the ν = ƥ
bulk is capable of transporting heat, while the ν = Ʀ and ν = Ƨ bulk are not. ĉese
experiments are presented in Chapter ǌ.
Finally, in Chapter Ǎ, we describe preliminary work on a very diﬀerent type of
topological material, the quantum spin Hall (QSH) insulator. Here, the spin of
electrons takes the place of the external magnetic ėeld, creating edge states that
propagate in both directions. Each of these edges behaves as an ideal one-dimensional
mode, with predicted resistance h=eƦ. By creating well-deėned regions where these
modes can exist, we identify and characterize the conductance associated with
topological edges.
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”Quarks!”
Daniel Tsui
1
Fractionally ChargedQuasiparticles
Bŏ ǉǑǊǈ, it was believed that all electrical charges came in discrete multiplesof e, a fundamental unit equal to roughly ƥ:ƪƤƦ ƥƤ ƥƭ Coulombs. Protons and
electrons, the two charged building blocks of all maĨer, had charges of+e and e,
respectively. In ǉǑǎǐ, using methods similar to those championed by Rutherford to
identify atomic nuclei, experiments at the Stanford Linear Accelerator Center (SLAC)
were able to identify internal structure in protons. ĉis structure was soon associated
with two quark Ěavors, which had electrical charges of Ʀe=Ƨ and e=Ƨ, respectively.
ĉese fractionally charged particles were among the most dramatic manifestations of
quantum chromodynamics (QCD), a theory that clariėed the generality of geometric
gauge theories. ĉese quarks, however, are strongly conėned within composite
particles and have not yet been measured in isolation¹. ĉere is no evidence to date of
any such internal structure for electrons. None the less, electrons won the race to
produce measurable fractionally charged particles. How is that possible?
¹AĨempts have been made to create a quark gluon plasma, with no deėnitive success to date
ǉ
ǉ.ǉ Wļŏ Ľň ķļĵŇĻĹ ŅŊĵłŉĽŐĹĸ?
We don’t yet know.
Electrical charge is something we measure and something that appears to be
conserved. ĉerefore, it is plausible (but not necessary) by Noether’s theorem that
charge is the generator of some physical symmetry. ĉis symmetry turns out to be
slightly more abstract than the usual space translation or time translation symmetries
that we are used to– it corresponds to the freedom to choose an angle θ(x) 2 [Ƥ; Ʀπ)²
at every point of spacetime. When this spatially varyingU(ƥ) symmetry is given to the
electron ėeld, another quantum ėeld, A(x), appears in the electron’s kinetic energy
term: p! p+ eA(x), giving rise to the conventional laws of electricity and
magnetism. ĉe value of e here is arbitrary, and is taken to be an experimentally
determined input to the Standard Model. However, the value is ėxed for all space and
time so every electron (quantum of ėeld excitation) has the same charge.
ĉere are, however, other particles. If we assume protons (or quarks) have the same
U(ƥ) symmetry³, the prescription for replacing p with p+ qA(x) could be done with q
diﬀerent from e. Charges of πe or e=ƨ are just as valid as e and Ʀe=Ƨ. ĉis arbitrariness
remains if we consider the fuller electroweak symmetry group SU(Ʀ) U(ƥ) or even
the full standard model symmetry SU(Ƨ) SU(Ʀ) U(ƥ).
Dirac had an important observation related to this problem in ǉǑǋǉ. He pointed out
that if a single magnetic monopole existed with charge φƤ, the electrical charge for all
charged particles would necessarily be quantized to integer multiples of h=φƤ [Ǌǉ].
From the observed rational ratios of particle charges, it seems likely that there exists
some symmetry beyond what is explained by the Standard Model [ǎǊ].
ǉ.Ǌ TļĹ FŇĵķŉĽŃłĵŀ QŊĵłŉŊŁHĵŀŀ EĺĺĹķŉ
In ǉǑǐǊ, Tsui, Stormer, and Gossard reported startling behavior of electrons conėned
to a two dimensional interface between GaAs and AlxGaƥ xAs (a two-dimensional
electron system or ǊDES) [ǍǍ]. ĉe experiments, carried out at high magnetic ėeld,
were designed to probe the extreme quantum limit. ĉis corresponds to the realm
where kinetic energy has been removed by the application of a perpendicular magnetic
²ĉis is just the phase of a charged particle’s wavefunction
³ĉe same θ(x), not a diﬀerent one
Ǌ
Figure 1.2.1: A) The ﬁrst reported measurement in 1982 of the ν = ƥ=Ƨ FQH eﬀect,
characterized by Rxy = Ƨh=eƦ and Rxx ! Ƥ. Taken from [55] B) States at 2/5 and 2/3
were advertised almost immediately afterwards, in 1983. It is clear from this data that
Rxx at 1/3 is vanishing. Taken from [53]
ėeld and Coulomb interactions are stronger than disorder. When the ratio of electrons
(areal density n) to Ěux quanta (areal Ěux density B e=h) was near ǉ/ǋ, they
observed a sharp quantization of the transverse conductance (in units of eƦh )⁴ to
σxy = ƥƧ . Previously, quantized conductivity had only been seen at integer values (in
any system). ĉe longitudinal resistance vanished at ν = ƥ=Ƨ, similar to what had been
observed at integer plateaus in Rxy previously. ĉe original data, along with an
improved version from a year later, are presented in Figure ǉ.Ǌ.ǉ.
⁴Electrical conductance has the same units as qe=φƤ, the ratio of Dirac’s fundamental electric and mag-
netic charges
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Figure 1.3.1: Adiabatically inserting a ﬂux through a hole in an incompressible quan-
tum Hall ﬂuid moves νe charge from the inner boundary to the outer boundary. The
ﬂux can be gauged away, leaving an excited state with a local charge of νe.
ǉ.ǋ LĵŊĻļŀĽł’ň CĵňĹ ĺŃŇ FŇĵķŉĽŃłĵŀŀŏ CļĵŇĻĹĸQŊĵňĽńĵŇŉĽķŀĹň
Shortly aěer this discovery, Bob Laughlin pointed out that excitations in this electron
system should correspond to fractionally charged particles [ǋǑ]. His argument is worth
understanding to assess the precise implications (and non-implications) of local charge
measurements, so we will discuss it carefully.
Consider a two-dimensional electron gas with a small hole in its interior, and
imagine slowly threading a solenoid through this hole (see Figure ǉ.ǋ.ǉ). If the system
started in its ground state, and if the Ěux insertion is slow enough (compared to all the
energy spliĨings in the system), the adiabatic theorem will ensure that the system
remains in an eigenstate throughout the process. Outside the immediate neighborhood
of the hole, we will assume the system is incompressible with an ideal hall conductivity
tensor (σxx = Ƥ σxy = ν).
From Faraday’s Law, we know that a changing Ěux will generate an electric ėeld (see
Fig. ǉ.ǋ.ǉ):
Eθ =
ƥ
Ʀπr
dφ
dt
=
φƤ
Ʀπr
: (ǉ.ǉ)
ǌ
ĉe conductivity tensor allows us to convert this into a radial current:
jr = σxyEθ = ν
eƦ
h
φƤ
Ʀπr
: (ǉ.Ǌ)
Finally, we can integrate the current to obtain the total amount of charge transferred
through any loop containing the hole (consider a circle for simplicity):
Q =
Z
Ʀπrjr dt = ν
eƦ
h
h
e
= νe: (ǉ.ǋ)
So in this adiabatic process, we have moved a total amount of charge νe from the
region with the solenoid to the edge of the sample. However, we may still have a
diﬀerent Hamiltonian from the one we started with, due to the additional gauge ėeld
δA(x) from the Ěux tube that is free to aﬀect electrons in the incompressible FQH
state. If a quantummechanical particle with electric charge e is moving near a magnetic
ėeld, the spatial rate of phase accumulation is given by the canonical momentum
p  eA. If the particle moves around the hole, the phase picked up is
Φ =
ƥ
~
I
(p  eA  eδA)  dx = ƥ
~
I
(p  eA)  dx  ƥ
~
I
eδA  dx
=
ƥ
~
I
(p  eA)  dx  e
~
Z
δB  dS
=
ƥ
~
I
(p  eA)  dx  e
~
h
e
=
ƥ
~
I
(p  eA)  dx  Ʀπ = ƥ~
I
(p  eA)  dx:
If the particle does not move around the hole, the additional phase picked up is ǈ
(
R
δB  dS = Ƥ).
ĉerefore, if we start in a stationary state of the system and proceed with this Ěux
insertion procedure, we will end up in a state where all phase accumulations are
identical (and therefore the Hamiltonian is identical) to the original conėguration.
However, because we have transferred charge from the inner to the outer edge, we
cannot be in the same state that we started in. ĉis new stationary state diﬀers from the
previous one by the presence of a charge νe at the location of Ěux insertion, and an
equal but opposite fractional charge on the outer boundary. ĉus, fractional charges
Ǎ
should be observable when looking both at localized states (in the bulk) and extended
states (on the edge).
ĉe value of charge transported by the Ěux insertion procedure is νe, so a state of
charge Ʀe=Ƨ would be guaranteed at ν = Ʀ=Ƨ and a state of local charge Ʃe=Ʀ would be
guaranteed at ν = Ʃ=Ʀ. ĉis does not preclude charges of smaller value (such as e=Ƨ at
Ʀ=Ƨ and e=ƨ at Ʃ=Ʀ), but it doesn’t predict them either. It does predict, however, that
the fundamental charge must divide νe.
ǉ.ǌ LŃķĵŀĽŐĹĸ SŉĵŉĹň Ľł ŉļĹ QŊĵłŉŊŁHĵŀŀ EĺĺĹķŉ
It may appear that the geometry used in Laughlin’s argument is contrived. Must we
drill a hole in a quantumHall system to see fractional charges? ĉankfully not. To
observe an incompressible quantumHall state via transport, it suﬃces to have an
incompressible region that forms a connected region in the plane and touches
(electrochemically equilibrates with) all ohmic contacts participating in the transport
measurement (a classical percolation transition). ĉis incompressible region must
remain percolating throughout a quantumHall plateau. If there is some way for
compressible islands to appear within this incompressible sea, those islands should
house fractional charges. For now, consider an integer quantumHall system. Our goal
is to understand the roles of disorder and electrostatic screening in the physics of
localization. ĉis is carefully discussed in [ǋǊ].
For a two-dimensional electron moving in a uniform perpendicular magnetic ėeld
(B = Bz^, A = ƥƦ rBθ^), the quantum phase accumulated as it travels in its classical
circular orbit must be a multiple of Ʀπ:
ƥ
~
I
(p  eA)  dx = ƥ
~
I
(erBθ^   ƥ
Ʀ
erBθ^)  θ^ds = Ʀπn (ǉ.ǌ)
Simplifying this gives the rule Φ = BA = nφƤ, where A is the area of the electron’s
orbit and φƤ = h=e is the magnetic Ěux quantum, as before. ĉe least energy occurs for
n = ƥ, where the electron orbits a single Ěux quantum. A two dimensional system
populated by a single electron would have a large number of possible states for that
electron to sit, corresponding to the diﬀerent Ěuxes threading the interior ⁵. Which Ěux
that electron chooses to orbit is dictated by disorder.
⁵ĉe orbits need not be perfect circles. Nearby circular states with the same energy can easily hybridize
to form delocalized states, which can transport current over larger distances.
ǎ
Disorder in the ǊDES introduced by ionized donors, impurities, and crystal defects
creates a slowly varying electrostatic potential landscape. ĉe ėrst electron will, in
equilibrium, localize to the lowest point in this potential [energy] landscape (see
Figure ǉ.ǌ.ǉ). We will assume that all electron wavefunctions are smaller than the
characteristic length scale of the disorder variation, a reasonable assumption if the
disorder potential is produced by ionized donors and is suﬃciently low-pass ėltered
when it is imaged on the plane of the ǊDES.ĉere are two possible pictures for what
happens next.
ǉ.ǌ.ǉ LŃķĵŀĽŐĵŉĽŃłWĽŉļŃŊŉ SķŇĹĹłĽłĻ
If we ignore Coulomb interactions between electrons, the next particle will simply ėnd
the state with the next lowest electrostatic energy from the bare potential.
Disconnected puddles in valleys will slowly get ėlled this way and eventually the
sample switches from a percolating ν = Ƥ insulator to a percolating ν = ƥ. At this
point, the transverse conductance should increase abruptly from Ƥ to ƥ, in units of eƦh .
Additional electrons will be added to potential hills, above the percolation energy,
until all states are ėlled (ν = ƥ everywhere). ĉe process will then repeat for the
transition from ν = ƥ to ν = Ʀ.
ĉere are two important consequences of this single particle picture. First, the
transitions between percolating insulating states should be very sharp (as a function of
adding electrons). ĉis corresponds to a sharp step in the quantized resistance.
Second, the number of localized states in any given region should increase as the areal
size of electronic states decreases, or as B is increased: BA = φƤ at ν = ƥ. Monitoring
localized states should reveal an increasing number of spatially smaller states at higher
magnetic ėelds.
ǉ.ǌ.Ǌ LŃķĵŀĽŐĵŉĽŃłWĽŉļ CŃŊŀŃŁĶ SķŇĹĹłĽłĻ
Another limit to consider is the situation where each additional electron feels the
electrostatic potential from previously added electrons. ĉe second electron added to
the ǊDES will localize to the Ěux with the second lowest potential energy, taking into
account the electrostatic potential contributed from the ėrst electron. In this way,
added electrons will aĨempt to screen the valleys in the disorder potential. Again,
there are two possibilities.
Ǐ
If the number of electrons needed to perfectly screen the disorder potential
Δndisorder is less than half the number of electrons needed to ėll a Landau level
ƥ
ƦΔn = νB=(ƦφƤ), we will reach a situation where the disorder potential is almost
perfectly screened by an inhomogeneous electron distribution. At this point, the added
electrons will no longer occupy localized states and will instead begin to occupy
extended states, leading to a change from incompressible to compressible behavior in
the ǊDES.
Eventually, the electrons in some region will ėll up all the available Ěuxes. At that
point in space, adding an extra electron will cost kinetic energy or zeeman/exchange
energy (in the spinful case). We’ll assume that those energies are large compared to
disorder and Coulomb energy scales. ĉerefore, the density in that region will become
ĚaĨer as added electrons move elsewhere (to compressible regions). As a
consequence, the underlying disorder potential will begin to reveal itself in the now
incompressible region with n = nmax. At some point this incompressible region will
percolate and additional electrons will once again have to be added to localized states
located where the potential landscape originally had hills. ĉose are the last remaining
compressible regions as we approach occupation of every Ěux (ν  ƥ). As electrons are
added to these hills, the hills become less and less compressible (they get unscreened).
Alternatively, by removing electrons (adding holes) to these hills starting from ν  ƥ,
we would be screening the disorder hills.
ĉe other possibility in this Coulomb screening picture is that Δndisorder > ƥƦΔn. In
this limit of strong disorder, perfect screening never occurs and a sharp percolation
transition at half ėlling, similar to the single particle picture, reappears.
Regardless of how strong disorder is, a central prediction of Coulomb screening is
that the number of localized states around any given ėlling factor does not change as
the magnetic ėeld is increased. Every disorder valley or hill behaves as a quantum dot
or antidot, and the number of particles needed to screen the potential depends only on
the charge of those particles, not on the spatial size of any single particle states.
ǉ.ǌ.ǋ IĸĹłŉĽĺŏĽłĻ LŃķĵŀĽŐĹĸ SŉĵŉĹň ĺŇŃŁ TŇĵłňńŃŇŉ
It is possible to make some observations about the nature of localization by looking at
magnetotransport data from a ǊDES. Here we will compare a strongly disordered
(unscreenable) sample to a cleaner sample where disorder is screened for an
ǐ
Figure 1.4.1: Theoretical models for localized states. a, Schematic illustration of
the measured charging lines in the n￿B plane (blue) compared with a calculated
single-particle charging line (green) of a model Mexican hat potential (inset). The
single-particle states of the Mexican hat are depicted for low B (blue) and high B
(magenta). The speciﬁc state that gives rise to the green charging line is marked
for both low and high B. Its energy approaches the top of the potential hill in the
limit of strong B. This energy is intermediate between the bottom and top of the
disorder potential, and therefore leads to a nonquantized asymptotic slope whose
value is between ν = Ƥ and ν = ƥ. The scatter of potential peak heights in a typi-
cal disorder will therefore result in charging lines having arbitrary slopes in the range
ν = Ƥ ! ƥ. b, The density proﬁles, n(x; y), and electrostatic potential proﬁles, φ(x; y),
calculated self-consistently within the Thomas￿Fermi scheme, for an almost-empty
(I), half-full (II) and almost-full Landau level (III), in a typical disorder potential. Fol-
lowing [25], the regions in which the electron density is free to ﬂuctuate are taken as
inﬁnitely compressible. Near half-ﬁlling, the amplitude of the density ﬂuctuations is
Δndisorder and the potential is completely screened. Near the bottom of the Landau
level (n = Ƥ) and its top (n = nmax) the potential is screened only in compressible
pockets, which are surrounded by incompressible regions, marked as ν = Ƥ or ν = ƥ.
Figure from [32].
appreciable range of ėlling. Sample A is a CdTe/HgCdTe quantum well grown at the
Unversity of Wurzburg with a mobility and density of μ = ƭƨ; ƤƤƤ cmƦVs and
n = Ƨ:ƫƬ ƥƤƥƥcm Ʀ. Sample B is a GaAs/AlGaAs quantum well grown at Bell
Laboratories (Murray Hill) and has a mobility and density of μ = ƥƫ; ƬƤƤ; ƤƤƤ cmƦVs and
n = ƥ:ƫƩ ƥƤƥƥcm Ʀ. Hall traces for the two samples are presented in Figure ǉ.ǌ.Ǌ.
Above ν = ƨ, both samples demonstrate sharp percolation transitions,
corresponding to strong disorder (Δndisorder > ƥƦΔn). At higher ėelds (lower ėlling
factors), the high mobility GaAs ǊDES begins to show larger transition regions,
corresponding to strong electron correlations favoring condensation into fractional
Ǒ
quantumHall states. None the less, using the schematic from Figure ǉ.ǌ.ǌ, we can
calculate lower bounds on the number of localized states. Note that in the single
particle situation we have Δnincompressible = B=φƤ = n=ν. In the case of weaker disorder
(nearly full screening), we have ƥƦΔnincompressible = Δndisorder. In the presence of
competing FQH states at low ėlling factors (generally below ν = ƨ), this
incompressible plateau can get narrowed, leading to the general rule
ƥ
ƦΔnincompressible < Δndisorder, or
Δndisorder >
ƥ
Ʀ
Δnincompressible =
ƥ
Ʀ
ΔBincompressible
B
n =
ƥ
Ʀ
Δνincompressible
ν
n (ǉ.Ǎ)
Using this relation with the ν = Ʀ plateau of the low mobility sample (blue trace in
Figure ǉ.ǌ.Ǌc), we can say that the density required to perfectly screen the bare
disorder is bounded by Δndisorder > ƥƨn = Ƥ:ƭƩ ƥƤƥƥcm Ʀ. From the ν = ƥ plateau of
the high mobility sample (red trace in Figure ǉ.ǌ.Ǌc), we can bound the density
required for perfect screening by Δndisorder > Ƥ:ƥƬn = Ƥ:ƧƦ ƥƤƥƥcm Ʀ.
ǉ.ǌ.ǌ IĸĹłŉĽĺŏĽłĻ LŃķĵŀĽŐĹĸ SŉĵŉĹň ŋĽĵ LŃķĵŀ CļĵŇĻĹ SĹłňĽłĻ
To determine for certain whether the occupation of a given set of localized states is
governed by charging physics, one should aĨempt to monitor charging behavior as a
function of magnetic ėeld. ĉe density of single particle states (per area) is
proportional to B, for both integer and fractional quantumHall states. If the number of
states in a ėxed density range Δn is independent of ėeld, we can conclude that those
states are governed by quantum dot charging physics, as discussed above.
To monitor the charging behavior of any localized states, one needs a local probe
capable of sensing (or manipulating) charge. For our purposes, a single electron
transistor (SET) is the ideal candidate. By placing and SET near a ǊDES, we can collect
electric ėeld lines from any charge that moves nearby. If an electron or fractionally
charged quasiparticle localizes near the SET, the electric ėeld lines generated by the
particle will terminate partially on the SET island. As a result, the electrostatic
potential of the island will be slightly modiėed. Because of the large transconductance
of the device, this leads to a dramatic change in current through the device (see Figure
ǉ.ǌ.ǋ).
ǉǈ
When these SETs are used to monitor local charging of disorder puddles as the
density n and magnetic ėeld B are varied, it is clear that the lines corresponding to
single charging events are parallel to lines of constant ėlling factor in the nB-plane (see
Figure ǉ.ǌ.ǌ). ĉis indicates that the additional density (or chemical potential)
required to add a localized state at a given ėlling factor is independent of the size of
single particle states. Such a situation is consistent with the quantum dot picture of
localization described above: the additional energy required to add a particle depends
only on the number of particles present and not the size of single particle states.
ǉ.Ǎ MĹĵňŊŇĽłĻ LŃķĵŀĽŐĹĸ FŇĵķŉĽŃłĵŀ CļĵŇĻĹň
If we are in a regime where disorder creates quantum dots that can be charged by IQH
electrons or FQH quasiparticles (parallel charging lines in the nB-plane), we can hope
measure the charge of those quasiparticles. Charge will be added to these quantum
dots in such a way as to minimize the free energy
F(Q) =
(Q  Qind)Ʀ
ƦCΣ
=
(Q  CBGVBG)Ʀ
ƦCΣ
: (ǉ.ǎ)
Here the capacitance to the backgate (CBG) and the backgate voltage (VBG) determine
the induced charge on the island (Qind). ĉe quantum dot tries to match this. If charge
is added only in units of e, the dot will charge every time F(ne) = F((n+ ƥ)e).
Changing e results in a diﬀerent density of charging events (see Figure ǉ.Ǎ.ǉb,d).
ǉ.Ǎ.ǉ FŇĵķŉĽŃłĵŀ CļĵŇĻĹ ĵŉ ν = ƥ=Ƨ ĵłĸ ν = Ʀ=Ƨ
ĉis strategy for measuring local charge was used successfully to identify e=Ƨ
quasiparticles at ν = ƥ=Ƨ and ν = Ʀ=Ƨ [ǌǌ]. ĉis was accomplished by comparing
spectra of electrons charging a disorder dot to spectra of quasiparticles at ν = ƥ=Ƨ
charging the same dot. In these measurements, both the density of charging events and
the amplitude of those events displayed the expected ƥ : Ƨ ratio (see Figure ǉ.Ǎ.ǉ). ĉe
measurement of localized e=Ƨ quasiparticles at ν = ƥ=Ƨ exactly match Laughlin’s
prediction. At ν = Ʀ=Ƨ, Laughlin’s argument only guarantees local objects with charge
Ʀe=Ƨ. A smaller charge must divide this, but the existence of such a smaller charge
ǉǉ
warrants some explanation. If full electrons are allowed to leave the correlated ν = Ʀ=Ƨ
state to charge a disorder-deėned quantum dot, then adding a full electron while
removing a Ʀe=Ƨ particle will result in a charge increase of e=Ƨ. ĉis smaller charge unit
will always be favored because it will result in a smaller free energy for any value of
induced charge (see Eqn. ǉ.ǎ). By relying on charging energy to isolate and measure
quasiparticles, this charge-sensing approach will always identify the smallest possible
discretization of charge.
ǉ.Ǎ.Ǌ FŇĵķŉĽŃłĵŀ CļĵŇĻĹ ĵŉ ν = Ʃ=Ʀ
Chapter Ǌ describes measurements of the local charge at ν = Ʃ=Ʀ by comparison of
charging spectra at ν = ƫ=Ƨ and ν = Ʃ=Ʀ. Comparing to ν = ƫ=Ƨ is ideal because of the
similarity of the gaps in these two states. If the percolating incompressible region is
actually slightly compressible (Rxx > Ƥ, for example), the compressible dots within
this region can be slightly screened by a capacitance to this compressible bulk. ĉis will
alter the spacing of charging events in a manner unrelated to local charge quantization.
Choosing states with similar gaps helps control for this eﬀect.
ĉe result of this comparison was the ėnding that the local charge is quantized in a
minimum unit of e=ƨ. Like at ν = Ʀ=Ƨ, this is half the value guaranteed by the Laughlin
argument. Here, however, allowing for electrons to charge the island does not explain
why such a halving of the charge may occur.
If a state with a local charge of e=ƨ corresponds adiabatically to a state of the same
Hamiltonian with no excess local charge, the Ěux inserted (in Laughlin’s argument) to
transport that charge must have been half as much ( hƦe instead of
h
e ). ĉis insertion
would be trivial (gauge-equivalent to the identity) if all particles obtaining phase by
encircling the compressible puddle had charge Ʀe instead of e. ĉe pairing of electrons
(or other charge e objects) to form a strongly correlated ground state is the most
striking suggestion of a charge e=ƨ measurement at ν = Ʃ=Ʀ. Furthermore, several
candidate theories describing the state at ν = Ʃ=Ʀ anticipated a local charge of e=ƨ.
Some of these theories are quite exotic [ǌǎ], predicting that these e=ƨ quasiparticles
can be braided to transform the system between orthogonal ground states. How to
identify a ground state degeneracy via charge sensing, and how such a degeneracy may
be leverage to make a topological quantum computer is discussed in Chapter ǋ.
ǉǊ
Figure 1.4.2: a, Magnetotransport (Rxx and Rxy) for a HgTe/CdHgTe 2DES conﬁned
in a quantum well, grown at the University of Wurzburg and measured here in a di-
lution refrigerator at 20 mK. The sample has a measured mobility of ƭƨ; ƤƤƤ cmƦVs and
density of Ƨ:ƫƬ  ƥƤƥƥcm Ʀ. b, Rxy and its derivative for a high mobility GaAs/AlGaAs
quantum well grown by Loren Pfeiﬀer and Ken West at Bell Laboratories (μ =
ƥƫ; ƬƤƤ; ƤƤƤ cm
Ʀ
Vs , n = ƥ:ƫƩ ƥƤƥƥcm Ʀ). The ν = Ƨ incompressible quantum Hall state has
been highlighted in both traces (green), and the corresponding percolation transition
from ν = Ʀ to ν = Ƨ has been highlighted in red. A sharp transition indicates that
disorder is never completely screened. c, The same data, plotted against ν = n=B for
both samples. Above ν = ƨ, both samples demonstrate imperfect screening. Below
ν = ƨ, the high mobility GaAs sample is compressible for appreciable ranges of ν due
to the presence of competing fractional quantum Hall phases.
ǉǋ
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Figure 1.4.3: a An SET atop a GaAs/AlGaAs 2DES. Ohmic contacts deﬁne the
global electrochemical potential of the 2DES, and the island of the SET is capaci-
tively coupled to a local region of the 2DES. If the local electrostatic potential of the
electron system changes, the electrostatic potential of the SET island changes as well,
resulting in a periodic current response fashion shown in b. The large transconduc-
tance of the device allows for sensitive measurements of local charges.
ǉǌ
Figure 1.4.4: Measurements of the derivative dμdVBG at an arbitrary position above the
2DES as function of magnetic ﬁeld (B) and density (n). This derivative is measured
with a single electron transistor (SET), which oﬀers a spatial resolution of ƥƤƤ nm
and a voltage sensitivity of ƥ μVHz ƥ=Ʀ. A measurement over a large range in B and
n demonstrating the alternating pattern of incompressible (bright) and compressible
(dark) regions. The bright regions correspond to the QH phases of the system. De-
tailed measurement of the ν = ƥ incompressible region reveals a rich ﬁne structure
of parallel (black) lines, each representing the charging line of an individual localized
state. All charging lines within a certain group have exactly the same slope in the nB-
plane. The data in this ﬁgure was presented in [32], where further discussion can be
found.
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Figure 1.5.1: As a gate is swept and charge is induced on a quantum dot, the dot
will increase its charge to minimize its free energy. This will occur in steps governed
by the fundamental unit of charge for that dot. a,b In the same range of induced
charge, we expect three times as many charging events for e=Ƨ particles (blue) as for
electrons (red). c,d The ratio expected for e=Ƨ particles versus e=ƨ particles (green),
is ƨ : Ƨ. These ratios are independent of the backgate capacitance CBG. Note that
another measure of relative charge can be obtained by analyzing the heights of the
jumps (amplitudes in panels b and d). In practice, this is more challenging.
ǉǎ
2
Local Charge of the ν = Ʃ=Ʀ QuantumHall
State
WļĹł ĵ ŉŌŃ-ĸĽŁĹłňĽŃłĵŀ ĹŀĹķŉŇŃł ňŏňŉĹŁ (ǊDES) is subject toa strong perpendicular magnetic ėeld, the physics that emerges is controlled by
interelectron Coulomb interactions. If the ǊDES is tuned such that the ratio of
electrons to magnetic Ěux quanta in the system (ν) is near certain rational values, the
electrons condense into so-called fractional quantumHall (FQH) phases [ǊǏ]. ĉese
strongly-correlated states are gapped and incompressible in the bulk of the sample, but
metallic and compressible along the sample boundary, allowing current to Ěow around
the perimeter in such a way that the transverse conductance is precisely quantized to
Gxy = ν(eƦ=h). Additionally, the electronic correlations encoded in FQH states give
rise to local excitations with a fraction of an electron charge and braiding statistics that
fall outside the conventional classiėcation of bosonic or fermionic. ĉe state at ν = ƩƦ ,
unlike its conventional odd-denominator relatives, is predicted to have the additional
property that particle interchange can evolve the system adiabatically between
orthogonal ground states [ǌǎ]. ĉis property, dubbed non-abelian braiding statistics,
ǉǏ
has been proposed as the basis for a topological quantum computer that would be
insensitive to environmental decoherence [ǉǑ, ǌǏ, ǍǏ, Ǎǐ].
One necessary (but insuﬃcient) condition for exotic braiding statistics at ν = ƩƦ is
for the ground state to support local excitations with a charge of eƩ=Ʀ = e=ƨ, where e is
the charge of an electron [ǌǎ]. ĉough a charge of e=ƨ had previously been measured
using shot noise techniques [ǊǊ], more recent data from the same group [Ǌǋ] suggest
that the value of the measured charge changes continuously as the point contact
conductance and temperature are varied, reaching an inferred charge of unity in the
weak and strong tunneling limits. Unexpected charges have also been reported for the
more conventional fractions at ǉ/ǋ, Ǌ/ǋ, and Ǐ/ǋ [ǉǈ, Ǌǋ]. Moreover, DC conductance
measurements in the weak tunneling regime [Ǎǈ] suggest a quasiparticle charge of
eƩ=Ʀ = Ƥ:ƥƫe, in stark contrast to the shot noise results.
Clearly, a beĨer understanding of the tunneling processes that take place between
quantumHall edges in the quantum point contact is needed in order to interpret the
shot noise results. Alternatively, one can employ a thermodynamic approach [ǌǌ] that
probes the quasiparticle charge in the bulk of the sample in order to infer quasiparticle
charge. Here we use a single electron transistor as a sensitive electrometer to measure
the equilibrium charge distribution in the bulk and its dependence on the average
density and magnetic ėeld. Our results provide clear evidence for localized charge e=ƨ
quasiparticles at ν = Ʃ=Ʀ.
Ǌ.ǉ EŎńĹŇĽŁĹłŉ ĵłĸDĵŉĵ
Our measurement employs a ėxed single electron transistor (SET) as a gated device
capable of sensitively measuring the local incompressibility (κ ƥ = @μ@n) of a
high-mobility ǊDES [ǋǉ]. ĉe ǊDES has a Ǌǈǈ nm deep, ǋǈ nm wide MBE-grown
GaAs/AlGaAs quantumwell, with symmetric Si δ-doping layers ǉǈǈ nm on either side.
A metallic backgate grown Ǌ μmbelow the ǊDES allows us to tune the global density, n,
in the well over a typical range of Ʀ:Ƨ  Ʀ:Ʃ ƥƤƥƩm Ʀ, with some variation between
samples. ĉe SET is fabricated on top of the sample using standard electron beam
lithography and shadow-evaporation techniques (Figure Ǌ.ǉ.ǉ), creating an island with
dimensions Ǎǈǈ nm ǐǈ nm. All measurements were carried out in a dilution
refrigerator with an electron temperature of Ǌǈ mK, veriėed using standard Coulomb
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Figure 2.1.1: Filling puddles with fractional charge. a, The sample well width is
30 nm, with symmetric Si δ-doping layers 100 nm on either side indicated by orange
bands. Donors in these layers create a disorder potential in the 2DES, which produce
puddles of localized states when the bulk is tuned to an incompressible, percolating
Hall state. These puddles have some charging energy associated with adding electrons
(Ui), and possibly some interaction with surrounding puddles (Vij). Incompressibility
(κ ƥ = @μ@n ) is measured using an SET fabricated on the surface. b, While the global
chemical potential should increase smoothly with density (black dashed line), the lo-
cal chemical potential will increase in jumps (red line), with charge being added when
the global chemical potential aligns with a localized state. c, Repeating the charg-
ing of an identical puddle with charge e=Ƨ objects instead of charge e objects results
in three times as many charging events in the same range of global density. Scaling
the density axis of the charge e spectrum by ƥ=Ƨ and shifting by some amount (green
curve) should result in good overlap of the incompressibility spectra.
ǉǑ
blockade techniques.
As we adjust the density and magnetic ėeld we expect to see regions of
incompressibility when a gap is present, which will only happen precisely when the
system is in a QH state. ĉe slope of these incompressible regions in the nB-plane
corresponds to the ėlling factor of the state [ǋǊ]. Figure Ǌ.ǉ.Ǌ shows incompressibility
versus density and magnetic ėeld between ν = Ʀ and ν = Ƨ, with the two highlighted
regions corresponding to FQH states at ν = Ʃ=Ʀ and ν = ƫ=Ƨ.
Additionally, due to the rough disorder potential created by remote donors, we can
expect diﬀerent points in space to develop gaps at diﬀerent values of the global density.
Because of this, we expect a well-developed QH state to have a percolating
incompressible region punctured by small compressible puddles which behave as
either dots or anti-dots [ǋǊ]. As the global density is varied, a given compressible
puddle will occasionally be populated by quasiparticles or quasiholes of the
surrounding incompressible state. ĉis creates a jump in the local chemical potential,
μ(n), and a spike in the local incompressibility @μ@n . ĉe magnitude and spacing of these
spikes is determined by the charging spectrum of the puddle, which in turn is dictated
by the quasiparticle charge in the surrounding incompressible region. Namely, if the
quasiparticle charge were reduced by a factor of three for a ėxed disorder potential, we
should see three times as many compressible spikes as a function of global electron
density (Figure Ǌ.ǉ.ǉ b,c).
ĉis diﬀerence in spike frequencies has previously been used to measure the local
charge at ν = ƥ=Ƨ and ν = Ʀ=Ƨ [ǌǌ]. Unlike shot noise measurements [ǉǈ], these local
compressibility measurements ėnd a quasiparticle charge of e=Ƨ at both ėlling factors.
Additionally, because of the spatial resolution aﬀorded by the scanning technique in
that measurement, it was possible to establish that the disorder potential landscape
does not change as the electron system is tuned between Hall states with comparable
gaps. Transport measurements conėrm that the gap inferred from activation of Rxx
minima is comparable for the states at Ǎ/Ǌ and Ǐ/ǋ [ǉǎ, Ǌǈ], so we can expect similar
potential landscapes for the two states.
Our procedure begins with obtaining charging spectra (incompressibility versus
density) at ν = Ʃ=Ʀ and ν = ƫ=Ƨ. Because the gap for these states is comparable, and
the disorder potential is not altered as we change the magnetic ėeld or density, we
expect the spacing between charging features to reĚect the quasiparticle charge in each
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Figure 2.1.2: Incompressibility and localized states at 5/2. a, By varying the mag-
netic ﬁeld and the backgate voltage (density), we can identify incompressible phases
of the 2DES. Our samples show clear incompressible FQH states at 5/2 and 7/3,
with the expected slopes in the nB-plane. b, Zooming in shows repeatable charging
events associated with quasiparticles localizing in puddles under the SET, stable on a
timescale of days. c, A linecut showing the charging spectrum of any puddles coupled
to the SET. Downwards spikes correspond to quasiparticles entering puddles beneath
the SET.
state. In the limit of an isolated compressible puddle surrounded by an incompressible
Ěuid, this relationship is particularly simple - if the ratio of local charges between the
two spectra is β, the spectra should be identical aěer one of the density axes is rescaled
by a factor of β, and shiěed by some amount (Figure Ǌ.ǉ.ǋa). To proceed, we choose a
value of β and stretch one of the spectra by this factor. We then calculate the
correlation

hCƥ(x)CƦ(x)ip
hCƥ(x)ƦihCƦ(x)Ʀi

between the two spectra as a function of density oﬀset
and record the highest value. Finally, we repeat this for many scaling factors to obtain
quality-of-ėt versus β, as depicted in Figure Ǌ.ǉ.ǋb.
ĉis procedure was repeated for Ǌǈ diﬀerent disorder conėgurations, obtained by
changing samples, measuring with diﬀerent SETs, or thermal cycling to change the
disorder. A summary of the data is shown in Figure Ǌ.Ǌ.ǉa, with an average over the
measured ensemble in Figure ǌb. ĉe peak observed at β = ƥ:Ƨƥ suggests a charge ratio
of ǌ:ǋ between the two states, and a qualitative inspection of spectra overlap (as in
Figure Ǌ.ǉ.ǋa) corroborates this. To determine the signiėcance of the peak value, we
repeated our analysis with pairs of spectra from diﬀerent disorder conėgurations,
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Figure 2.1.3: Comparison of spectra at 5/2 and 7/3. a, To determine the charge, we
ﬁrst choose a relative scale between the two density axes (β), and determine the oﬀ-
set between the two spectra that maximizes the cross-covariance. Here the density for
the spectrum at 5/2 is scaled up by a factor of 1.29 and shifted to match up with the
spectrum at 7/3. The guide lines show the density change required to add 1 electron
to an area of 100 nm x 500 nm, approximately the size of our SET. We would there-
fore expect, very roughly, 3 e/3 charging events in a window this size. b, Repeating
this for many values of β suggests that a relative scale of 1.29 best describes this data
set.
ǊǊ
which should be less correlated. For each scale, we characterized the distribution of
best correlations with a mean and standard deviation. ĉese, in turn, can be simply
converted to the expected mean and standard error for our data (if it were
uncorrelated). ĉe ǉσ region around the uncorrelated mean is depicted in red in Figure
Ǌ.ǉ.ǋb. Our averaged correlation at β = ƥ:Ƨƥ lies ǋ.ǐ standard errors above the
uncorrelated mean, corresponding to a one-tailed P-value of ƫ ƥƤ Ʃ. Assuming a
charge of eƫ=Ƨ = e=Ƨ, this measured value of β suggests e

Ʃ=Ʀ = (e=Ƨ)=(ƥ:Ƨƥ) = Ƥ:ƦƩƨe,
in agreement with the Moore-Read prediction of eƩ=Ʀ = e=ƨ [ǌǎ].
Ǌ.Ǌ CļĵŇĻĽłĻMŃĸĹŀ
To beĨer understand why some conėgurations seem to provide weaker (and
sometimes diﬀerent) measurements of β, it helps to abandon the assumption that we
are charging and monitoring single puddles, as well as the assumption that
quasiparticles in diﬀerent puddles do not interact. A free energy for our system that
takes these into account is given by
F =
e
e
X
i
(εi VBG)ni+ ƥƦ

e
e
ƦX
i
Uini(ni ƥ)+

e
e
ƦX
i<j
Vijninj 
X
i
Δ
jni
Ʀ
k
:
(Ǌ.ǉ)
Here,Ui and εi are the onsite interaction (self-capacitance) and bare disorder potential
for puddle i respectively. Vij is a pairwise interaction, or cross-capacitance, between
puddles i and j, and Δ is the energy gained by forming a bound pair of quasiparticles.
BothUi and Vij are energies for a pair of electrons, and need to be scaled by (e=e)Ʀ
when considering quasiparticles. For now, we will let Δ = Ƥ. We assume that some
subset of the puddles is capacitively coupled to and measured by the SET.
To compute charging spectra from this model, we ėrst choose values ofU; V, and ε
for each puddle from Gaussian distributions. We then discretize e into units of e=Ƨ or
e=ƨ and determine howmany units of charge to put in each puddle to minimize the
above free energy. ĉis is done for each value of VBG and converted into a charging
spectrum. Finally, we can take the resulting spectra and repeat the processing
performed on data to obtain summary statistics for comparison. ĉe result, with
ε = Ƥ :ƧU and Vij = Ƥ:ƧU Ƥ:ƦU, is shown in Figure Ǌ.Ǌ.ǉc. Results for other
parameter choices in a large range are qualitatively similar, with smaller values of σε and
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Figure 2.2.1: Summary of Charging Data and Model. a, Repeating the measurement
over many disorder conﬁgurations and samples shows that the peak at 4/3 is usually
present. b, Averaging over all measurements yields a clear peak at β = ƥ:Ƨƥ, Ƨ:Ƭσ
above the uncorrelated background for that scale (P = ƫ  ƥƤ Ʃ), suggesting a local
charge ratio of 4/3. c, d, Running our model with parameters ε = Ƥ:Ƨ; V = Ƥ:ƧƤ:Ʀ;
and ΔƩ=Ʀ = Ƥ:Ƥƥ; Ƥ:ƥ; and ƥ:Ƥ (all in units of U, the on-site charging energy). We
simulated charging of four puddles, of which two were capacitively coupled to the
SET.
Ǌǌ
Vij corresponding to sharper peaks and less spread. As expected, these simulations tell
us that both ε and Vij can distort spectra in such a way that the maximum
cross-covariance will shiě slightly or even dramatically away from ǌ/ǋ. Still, we should
always expect some weight at ǌ/ǋ, and this can be extracted by averaging over disorder
conėgurations (Figure Ǌ.Ǌ.ǉd).
Recently, there has been some suggestion that e=Ʀ quasiparticles at the ν = Ʃ=Ʀ edge
may be present and relevant to interference measurements [ǉǉ]. In the context of our
model, we can consider the eﬀect weak binding of quasiparticles would have on
measured spectra. ĉis binding is parameterized by Δ above, and we only consider the
case where pairing aﬀects the e=ƨ quasiparticles. As the strength of pairing is increased
relative to the onsite interaction (Figure Ǌ.Ǌ.ǉd), we expect weight to shiě from the
peak at ƨ=Ƨ to a peak at Ʀ=Ƨ (corresponding to e=Ʀ quasiparticles), with considerable
weight at Ʀ=Ƨ even when Δ = Ƥ:ƥU. Our data show no appreciable evidence for a peak
at Ʀ=Ƨ, suggesting that the only quasiparticles participating in localization are have
charge e=ƨ.
ĉese measurements constitute the ėrst direct measurement of incompressibility
and localized states at ν = Ʃ=Ʀ, and provide an equilibrium probe of the local charge
that is insensitive to complications that arise frommeasurements of transport through
nanostructures. ĉe measured value, eƩ=Ʀ = e=ƨ, indicates that the FQH state at
ν = Ʃ=Ʀ demonstrates pairing, in agreement with proposed non-Abelian variational
wavefunctions and diﬀerent from other observed FQH states. Finally, the localization
of e=ƨ quasiparticles is essential to the development of interferometers capable of
detecting and exploiting these exotic braiding properties [ǉǊ, ǍǊ], and our
measurements suggest that e/ǌ localization does indeed occur in a well-behaved way.
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Ǌ.ǋ MŃŀĹķŊŀĵŇ BĹĵŁ EńĽŉĵŎŏ IłĺŃŇŁĵŉĽŃł
All samples used in this experiment were obtained from the wafer LP Ǒ-Ǌǉ-ǈǏ.ǉ, grown
at Bell Laboratories in Murray Hill, NJ, by Loren Pfeiﬀer and KennethWest. Figure
Ǌ.ǋ.ǉ has the details of the growth.
Ǌ.ǌ SŊńńŀĹŁĹłŉ: CŃŇŇĹŀĵŉĽŃł EŎŉŇĵķŉĽŃł PŇŃķĹĸŊŇĹ
Here we will walk through the exact procedure used to determine the ratio of charges,
using the data sets third and fourth from the boĨom of Figure Ǌ.Ǌ.ǉa. We begin with
raw spectra from Ʃ=Ʀ and ƫ=Ƨ. First, we ėt and subtract a quadratic polynomial from
each set to account for the general trend in the incompressibility background,
unrelated to the charging physics that we are studying here [Ǌǎ].
We then choose a scale, β, to test. Wemultiply the backgate-values at Ǎ/Ǌ by β, and if
β < ƥ (> ƥ), we resample the data at Ǐ/ǋ (Ǎ/Ǌ) to match the ėner gate-spacing of the
Ǎ/Ǌ (Ǐ/ǋ) set. Next, we choose a gate-voltage oﬀset for the two datasets and restrict
each of them to the region where they overlap (for that oﬀset). Finally, we calculate the
correlation

hCƥ(x)CƦ(x)ip
hCƥ(x)ƦihCƦ(x)Ʀi

, where Cƥ(x) and CƦ(x) are the restricted datasets.
Figures Ǌ and ǋ show the result for several diﬀerent choices of β in two data sets. ĉe
ėrst column shows correlation as a function of oﬀset and the second column shows
how the datasets match up at the best correlation.
In order to determine the signiėcance of these results, we repeated the analysis
comparing data sets from diﬀerent disorder conėgurations, where correlations were
expected to be much weaker. If CƩ=Ʀ(i) is the ith data set at Ǎ/Ǌ, our signal is from
comparisons like hCƩ=Ʀ(i)Cƫ=Ƨ(i)i. For our background we used comparisons of the
form hCƩ=Ʀ(i)Cƫ=Ƨ(j)i, hCƩ=Ʀ(i)CƩ=Ʀ(j)i, and hCƫ=Ƨ(i)Cƫ=Ƨ(j)i where i 6= j. No
signiėcant correlations were measurable in any of these last three sets (though some
certainly may be expected simply from disorder statistics). We used Ǎǌǐ distributions
to generate the uncorrelated background distribution for each scale. ĉe background
distribution for β = ƨ=Ƨ is presented in Figure Ǌ.Ǌ.ǉ.
Ǌǎ
Figure 2.3.1: Wafer Structure: LP 9-21-07.1
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Figure 2.4.1: Incompressibility data from 5/2 and 7/3. The y-scale gives the ratio of
SET responses to voltage changes on the backgate and the 2D electron system (ratio
of transconductances). Dark lines indicate raw data, and dashed curves are the same
data with a quadratic background subtracted.
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Figure 2.4.2: Overview of ﬁtting procedure for data on 3rd row (from the bottom)
on Figure 2.2.1. A scale of 4/3 appears to qualitatively produce the best overlap, and
the analysis agrees.
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Figure 2.4.3: Overview of ﬁtting procedure for data on 4th row (from the bottom)
on Figure 2.2.1. No scale stands out, qualitatively or quantitatively.
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Figure 2.4.4: Histogram of best correlation values for uncorrelated data, scaled by
1.33. This distribution has μ = Ƥ:Ƨƪ and σ = Ƥ:ƤƫƧ, giving a standard error of the
mean (for a 20 sample average) of Ƥ:ƤƫƧ=pƦƤ = Ƥ:Ƥƥƪ. This is what is displayed in red
on ﬁgure 2.2.1b of the main paper.
ǋǉ
Coming back to where you started is not the same as never leaving.
Terry PratcheĨ
3
Local Probes of Non-Abelian Statistics at
ν = Ʃ=Ʀ
TļĹ ŃĶňĹŇŋĵŉĽŃł Ńĺ ŀŃķĵŀĽŐĹĸ ŅŊĵňĽńĵŇŉĽķŀĹň that may possess exoticquantum properties begs the question of what we can do with them. Clearly the
e=ƨ objects described in Chapter Ǌ interact via a Coulomb interaction to provide the
observed charging spectra. If this was the only observable interaction between
particles, there would be no need to describe them with anything beyond classical
electromagnetism. ĉis chapter will describe possible future experiments to study
properties beyond Coulomb physics. As this topic of is one of the main motivations for
continued studies of the ν = Ʃ=Ʀ FQH state, there are many exciting proposals for how
one may go about identifying “statistical” (non-Coulomb) interactions between
quasiparticles ([ǉǊ, ǍǊ]). Most proposals involve aĨempting to entangle e=ƨ
quasiparticles on the edge with particles localized in the bulk to dephase an
interferometer. Several experiments ([ǌǍ, ǌǑ, ǎǈ, ǎǋ]) have begun to make progress
towards this goal.
ĉis chapter will focus on signatures that can be obtained directly from bulk
ǋǊ
measurements, using our knowledge that e=ƨ objects are electrostatically conėned to
quantum dots by the bare disorder potential. For a given equilibrium distribution of
e=ƨ objects in puddles throughout the bulk of a sample, the existence of non-Abelian
statistics requires a degenerate ground state associated with a chargeless degree of
freedom in these quasiparticles. If the temperature is low enough and measurements
are fast enough, it may be possible to watch and manipulate the system as it moves
through this manifold of ground states. ĉis is precisely what is needed to use the
system for topological quantum computation, and is the subject of Section ǋ.ǌ. First
we will focus on the other regime, more readily accessible to experiments, in which the
system explores the entire ground state manifold in an incoherent way on a timescale
faster than we measure. Even here, the appearance of additional quantum states as
particles are added has thermodynamic signatures, ėrst pointed out in [ǉǐ]. We’ll
begin by summarizing the predictions of that work before discussing possible
experiments to identify ground state degeneracies.
ǋ.ǉ MĹĵňŊŇĽłĻ EłŉŇŃńŏ ŋĽĵ CļĹŁĽķĵŀ PŃŉĹłŉĽĵŀ
Increasing the temperature of a system biases it to explore classical macrostates with
more internal conėgurations (entropy), even if those states have a slightly larger bare
energy. ĉis can be taken into account by requiring the system to minimize its free
energy F = E  TS instead of the bare energy E. If adding a particle to a system creates
a macrostate with more entropy, the free energy for that macrostate will be lowered as
the temperature is increased. ĉis is summarized in a Maxwell relation:
@μ
@T

n
=   @s
@n

T
(ǋ.ǉ)
Here s is the entropy per area and n is the areal particle density. ĉe most likely case of
having Majorana modes localized to the cores of the e=ƨ particles would create a
ground state degeneracy of ƦNqp=Ʀ ƥ. ĉis corresponds to one two-state system per pair
of Majorana modes, with the overall fermion parity ėxed.
ĉe corresponding entropy per unit area for the Majorana modes is then
sM = kBnqp ƥƦ ln Ʀ. ĉe density of charge e=ƨ quasiparticles is given by
nqp = ƨ
n  nƩ=Ʀ, where nƩ=Ʀ is the density required for a ėlling of exactly Ʃ=Ʀ. Note
that the density of quasiparticles increases as the density is varied in either direction
ǋǋ
starting from nƩ=Ʀ, corresponding to the addition of holes or particles. We can rewrite
the Maxwell relation for quasiparticles as follows:
@μ
@T

n
=   dsM
dnqp
@nqp
@n

T
= kBƦ ln Ʀ (ǋ.Ǌ)
ǋ.Ǌ DĽŇĹķŉŀŏMĹĵňŊŇĽłĻ μ(T)
ĉe simplest approach to measuring entropy involves measuring μ with a single
electron transistor (SET) while modulating the temperature. By fabricating an SET
with a large island (ƥμm ƥμm), above a ǊDES Ǌǈǈ nm below the surface, we have
typical voltage (chemical potential) sensitivities of ƧƤ nV=
p
Hz or temperature
sensitivities (using ǋ.Ǌ) of Ƥ:ƦƩ mK=
p
Hz.
To perform the measurement, one would vary the temperature while monitoring
the electrostatic potential φ of the ǊDES with an SET. By continually adjusting the
electrochemical potential of the ǊDES (V) to keep φ (and therefore n) ėxed, we will
have a measurement of μ(T) at ėxed n, as desired. ĉe small temperature modulations
required provide hope that this approach will work.
ǋ.ǋ MĹĵňŊŇĽłĻ μ(T) ŀŃķĵŀŀŏ
An alternative approach is to ėx the number of quasiparticles on a given puddle (or
group of puddles) located near a charge sensor (SET). As the temperature is increased,
the required electrostatic incentive for a quasiparticle to create a high-entropy state is
decreased. For particles (negatively charged), this would correspond to addition at
lower gate voltages. For holes, this would correspond to addition at higher gate
voltages. ĉe expected spectrum would therefore be a crisscross of charging lines
corresponding to particles and holes, all with a slope given by Equation ǋ.Ǌ (see Figure
ǋ.ǋ.ǉA).
ĉis picture becomes slightly more complicated if particles are added to the same
puddle. ĉeMajorana modes associated with two e=ƨ quasiparticles can hybridize as
they’re brought close together, creating a gap and eliminating their contribution to the
ground state entropy. In this situation, only conėgurations with an odd number of
quasiparticles will have an increased entropy. As the temperature is increased, we can
ǋǌ
kT
eVbackgate
quasiparticles quasiholes
eVbackgate
m = (2 ln2)
-1
n
qp
 odd
n
qp
 even
A B
Figure 3.3.1: A, A charging spectrum where each line corresponds to an isolated
quasiparticle being added to a separate disorder site. At higher temperatures, non-
Abelian particles tend to add sooner due to entropic gains. B, In an isolated puddle,
we would only expect an entropic gain if there is an odd number of quasiparticles on
the island. The paired Majoranas would split in energy and no longer contribute to a
ground state degeneracy. Thus, regions with odd numbers of quasiparticles would be
favored at higher temperatures.
expect those regions with odd quasiparticle occupation to grow as regions with even
occupation shrink[Ǐ]. Such an entropic eﬀect on the size of charge stability regions has
been observed in the shell structure of vertical quantum dots [ǉǏ]. It has been
predicted to show up in quantum dot transport [ǎ], but has not yet been demonstrated.
Samples with built-in backgates (as used to obtain the data in Chapter Ǌ) have been
consistently poor in transport quality (see Figure ǋ.ǋ.Ǌ). By using a bromine/methanol
etchant to thin wafers to a thickness of ǐǈ μm and subsequently evaporating a metal
gate on the backside, we have been able to get good density control of high quality
materials that hold promise for the entropy measurements described above.
We’ve made some preliminary aĨempts to see the predicted movement of Coulomb
blockade peak locations as a function of temperature in a this high-quality sample (see
Figure ǋ.ǋ.ǋ). ĉe ėrst aĨempt involved heating the fridge while watching a few
charging events (ǋ.ǋ.ǋb). While the charging events were stable prior to applying heat,
they moved in a very dramatic (and untraceable) fashion upon heating by even a small
amount (the data shows heating from an electron temperature of roughly Ǌǈ mK to ǊǏ
mK). A beĨer approach is to heat the electrons directly. To aĨempt this, we added a
microwave source to the voltage signal supplied to the ǊD. By controlling the
ǋǍ
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Figure 3.3.2: a, Rxx for LP 9-21-07.1, the best backgated sample grown at Bell Labs
or Princeton that we’ve studied. The gate is a heavily doped, thick (3DES) region
roughly 2 μm beneath the 2DES. The region between ν = Ʃ=Ʀ and ν = Ʀ in all back-
gated samples routinely show many mesoscopic ﬂuctuations along with a diminished
value of Rxx compared to the region between ν = Ʃ=Ʀ and ν = Ƨ, which is typically
closer to what is seen in high quality non-backgated materials. b, LP 7-27-10.1, a
standard symmetrically doped well. This sample was thinned down to roughly 80 μm
and a metallic gate was added to the back to control density. The quality still has
the same asymmetry described above, but prominent fractions are well-developed and
hints of reentrant behavior can be seen. Both samples have roughly the same range
of density tunability.
microwave power on this line, we can hope to eﬀectively heat the ǊDES without
aﬀecting the laĨice. ĉe downside of this approach is that we cannot exactly determine
the temperature. Figure ǋ.ǋ.ǋa shows results from a ėrst aĨempt at this strategy. Here
peaks are traceable, but they appear to broaden and lose contrast before any motion
can be detected. No strong conclusions should be drawn from these preliminary
measurements.
ǋ.ǌ TŃńŃŀŃĻĽķĵŀ QŊĵłŉŊŁ CŃŁńŊŉĽłĻ WĽŉļ DĽňŃŇĸĹŇ LŃķĵŀĽŐĹĸ
QŊĵňĽńĵŇŉĽķŀĹň
If the quasiparticles at ν = Ʃ=Ʀ state do indeed have some non-Abelian statistical
interactions, and if those quasiparticles explore the resulting ground state subspace
slowly (compared to measurement and manipulation times), it should be possible to
use these statistical interactions to build a quantum computer. Just for fun, we will
ǋǎ
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Figure 3.3.3: Two attempts to measure a charging spectrum evolve with increasing
temperature. Both measurements were done on the material LP 7-27-10.1 contain-
ing a high-mobility (μ = Ʀƫ  ƥƤƪ cmƦ=Vs, n = Ʀ:ƫ  ƥƤƥƥ cm Ʀ) 2DES buried 420
nm beneath the surface. The wafer was thinned to ƩƤ μm and Ti/Au gate was evapo-
rated to control the density from the backside. The starting electron temperature in
both cases (bottom line) was roughly 20 mK. a, Repeated charging spectra obtained
by heating the electron system with microwaves sent to the 2DES. This technique
is good for quickly controlling the electron temperature without aﬀecting the lattice
temperature. However, it is hard to associate a quantitative temperature to any given
line. Charging events broaden and lose contrast, but do not appear to move (ver-
sus gate voltage) more than they did prior to heating. b, Repeated charging spectra
while applying heat directly to the still of our dilution refrigerator (the mixing cham-
ber heater was broken at the time). The total change in electron temperature here
(from bottom to top) is roughly 10 mK. Charging events move around dramatically,
but not in a trackable way.
brieĚy sketch out how one may go about building a topological quantum computer by
pushing around disorder-localized quasiparticles and sensing charge.
ǋ.ǌ.ǉ Wļĵŉ Ľň ĵ TŃńŃŀŃĻĽķĵŀ QŊĵłŉŊŁ CŃŁńŊŉĹŇ?
A quantum system that doesn’t interact with its environment evolves according to a
simple rule:
jψ(t)i = U(t) jψ(Ƥ)i (ǋ.ǋ)
whereU(t) is a unitary operator on the Hilbert space for the system. To make a
quantum computer, we need to do two things. First, we need to manipulate the system
by controllingU(t). Second, we need to entangle the system with a probe to extract
information from the system. ĉese so-called decohering operations are necessary to
ǋǏ
initialize the system and read out the results of a computation [ǌǐ].
Suppose we have a set of analog inputs to the system, described by a vector x(t), that
aﬀect the evolution of the system without destroying coherence. For simplicity we will
assume that x has a ėnite temporal extent and that x(tend) = x(Ƥ)  Ƥ. ĉe evolution
of the system, as controlled by the experimenter, is then given by
jψ(t)i = U(x(t)) jψ(Ƥ)i.
A conventional quantum computer typically has jψ(t)i depending sensitively on
small changes to x. For a certain class of Hamiltonians (such as charges moving in
magnetic ėelds), the evolution can depend only the path a particle takes (similar to a
Berry or geometrical phase). In this case,U(x(f(t))) = U(x(t)) where f(t) provides a
reparametrization of the original path. Being insensitive to time dilations of this sort
necessarily means that all the states participating in computation must have the same
energy, for a diﬀerence in energy between states induces a strict time-dependence in
evolution.
ĉis geometric quantum computer, with its energy-degenerate computational
Hilbert space, is protected against a small class of input noise. However, changing the
input slightly from x to x+ δx will generally provide a close, but non-identical, unitary
operation. ĉe small errors aﬀorded by this are a source of decoherence that have to be
addressed by error-correction schemes.
A topological quantum computer can be described as a geometric quantum
computer whose evolution is insensitive to precisely these types of Ěuctuations in
inputs [ǌǏ]. As a result, large sets of inputs that produce identical evolution can be
grouped into equivalence classes X(i) as depicted in Fig. ǋ.ǌ.ǉ.
ĉe protection aﬀorded by a topological quantum computer naturally makes it
challenging to initialize and readout information. Generally, inputs near the boundary
regions (red in Fig. ǋ.ǌ.ǉa) will be unprotected and therefore good candidates for
entangling the system with a probe for readout.
ǋ.ǌ.Ǌ A QŊĵłŉŊŁ CŃŁńŊŉĹŇ ĵŉ ν = Ʃ=Ʀ
For Ising anyons (which would be relevant for the Moore-Read state at ν = Ʃ=Ʀ), these
protected inputs correspond to braiding quasiparticles around each other[ǌǎ]. ĉe
resulting protected unitary operations would correspond to single qubit rotations by
π=Ʀ around one of the x; y; or z axes of the Bloch sphere, along with a controlled-NOT
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Figure 3.4.1: Control Space for a Topological Qubit. a, Large classes of similar in-
puts result in the exactly same unitary evolution of the system, denoted here by X(i).
b, For Ising anyons, the allowed single qubit operations correspond to rigid rotations
of the Bloch sphere by π=Ʀ around one of the x; y; or z axes. The state jƥi can be
taken to any of the red points on the Bloch octahedron drawn in blue. A protected
operation from X(ƥ) is shown in green. Other non-Abelian systems (such as Fibonacci
anyons) allow full access to the Bloch sphere with repeated operations. Input signals
arbitrarily close to the boundary between equivalence classes (magenta dot, arrow)
can be used to implement unprotected operations.
gate between any pair of qubits. ĉese operations, however, are not suﬃcient to make a
universal quantum computer. An additional unprotected unitary gate is needed[ǉǋ].
ĉis may be provided by bringing particles close together to break the ground state
degeneracy and using the resulting time evolution to implement an unprotected
unitary operation [Ǎ, ǉǌ]. Such operations would fall on the boundary between input
classes in Figure ǋ.ǌ.ǉa.
ĉis operation of bringing particles close together can be used for initialization and
readout as well. Each e=ƨ particle would have to pay a certain charging energy to enter
a puddle occupied by another particle. ĉere will be an additional energy cost which
depends on the collective state of the twoMajorana cores associated with the
quasiparticles [Ǎ, ǉǌ]. If gates are tuned such that the particle will only enter if it is in
the lower energy collective state, we can then read out the charge of the puddle using
an SET to determine which collective state the particles were in. ĉis is analogous to
the approach of using spin-blockade to convert spin information to charge information
ǋǑ
in spin qubits [ǋǋ].
With these ingredients, we can imagine a stochastic approach to building a quantum
computer using disorder-localized quasiparticles at any non-Abelian quantumHall
state. First, we would paĨern a grid of gates on top of the sample, with a pitch matching
the average spacing of disorder puddles ( ƥ micron). Charge-sensing SETs for
initialization and readout could be placed periodically at some larger interval. To
determine what the gates do, they would have to be energized in some arbitrary way
(ideally with some spatial continuity) followed by readout with an SET. With luck,
certain inputs will generate a signiėcant change in the distribution of readout values at
the SET, indicating a change in the ėnal state of the system.
To establish that this was a topologically protected operation, one could vary the
input by small amounts while monitoring readout distributions. If output distributions
are stable for large regions of inputs, we would have good evidence for topological
protection. To establish that a given input changes the system in a unitary way, we
would have to vary the number of times the input was given to the system. If the
output distribution varied periodically with the number of times the input was applied,
we would know that the input was unitary.
A cartoon of this type of computer is presented in Figure ǋ.ǌ.Ǌ. ĉough such a
device is a long way oﬀ (perhaps inėnitely far oﬀ), the prospect of studying statistical
interactions via local probes is certainly very exciting.
ǌǈ
Figure 3.4.2: Sketch of a disorder based topological quantum computer. Localized
quasiparticles of a non-Abelian quantum Hall state are in puddles of disorder. A grid
of gates can be used to push them around in some arbitrary manner. Readout can
be be accomplished via topological blockade using a charge sensor near one of the
puddles. Using readout and tomography to calibrate the arbitrary inputs, the space of
equivalent (protected) input classes can be determined.
ǌǉ
Remember, a dead ėsh can Ěoat downstream, but it takes a live one
to swim upstream.
W.C. Fields
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Localĉermometry of Neutral Modes on the
QuantumHall Edge
WļĹł ĵ ŉŌŃ-ĸĽŁĹłňĽŃłĵŀ ĹŀĹķŉŇŃł ňŏňŉĹŁ (ǊDES) is subject to a strongperpendicular magnetic ėeld and tuned such that the ratio of electrons to
magnetic Ěux quanta in the system (ν) is near certain integer or fractional values, the
bulk of the system develops a gap due to either quantization of kinetic energy (the
integer quantumHall, or IQH, eﬀect) or strong correlations arising from
non-perturbative Coulomb interactions (the fractional quantumHall, or FQH, eﬀect)
[ǊǏ]. While the bulk (ǊD) is gapped and incompressible, the edge (ǉD) of the system
contains compressible regions with gapless excitations that carry charge chirally around
the system, in a direction determined by the external magnetic ėeld. Compressible
edge states have gained more aĨention recently due to their ability to serve as a bus for
quasiparticles that exist in exotic FQH phases[ǉǊ, ǍǊ]. ĉese edges, however, can have
considerable internal structure that is not apparent from bulk transport measurements.
ĉe spatial structure of edges is dictated by the interplay between the external
conėning potential which deėnes the edge, an additional harmonic conėnement from
ǌǊ
the magnetic ėeld, and Coulomb interactions. It was predicted [ǉǍ] and veriėed
[ǋǈ, ǎǉ, ǎǌ] that for a smooth, topgate-deėned conėning potential, it is energetically
favorable for the electron density to redistribute slightly to create alternating
compressible and incompressible strips. ĉis has the eﬀect of spatially separating edges
corresponding to diﬀerent ėlling factors. Such an eﬀect is not present in sharper edges
[ǊǑ].
Perhaps more surprising than this spatial structure is the possibility of modes that
carry energy (or heat) upstream, even as the magnetic ėeld carries the injected charge
downstream. ĉe edge of the ν = Ʀ=Ƨ FQH state was originally predicted to consist of
a ν = ƥ edge of electrons going downstream with a ν = ƥ=Ƨ edge of holes going
upstream [ǌǊ, ǍǑ]. However, this edge structure would suggest a two-terminal
conductance ofGƦT = ƨƧ
eƦ
h . ScaĨering between the edges would lead to non-universal
values in the range of ƦƧ
eƦ
h  GƦT  ƨƧ e
Ʀ
h . Experimentally, however, no such two
terminal conductance has been measured. Direct approaches to look for upstream
charge transport in the time domain have similarly turned up no evidence [ǌ]. ĉis
motivated a picture in which disorder induces scaĨering and equilibration between the
edges, forcing the charge to travel exclusively downstream. Heat, however, would be
allowed to travel diﬀusively upstream and downstream, leading to a nonzero thermal
Hall conductivity and partial upstream heat transport at ν = Ʀ=Ƨ [ǋǌ, ǋǍ].
Evidence for upstream heat transport in a ν = Ʀ=Ƨ edge was recently obtained by
performing modiėed shot noise measurements [Ǒ]. Our approach studies the same
state by directly placing thermometers upstream and downstream of a current-source
heater to observe charge and heat transport along the edge.
ǌ.ǉ CļĵŇĻĹ TŇĵłňńŃŇŉ
As our heater, we use a lithographically fabricated quantum point contact (QPC),
tuned to the tunneling regime (Fig. ǌ.ǉ.ǉC). Tunneling of electrons through this QPC
at elevated energy locally excites the outermost compressible component of a
gate-deėned edge. We then place quantum dots Ǌǈ μm upstream and downstream of
the QPC to measure charge and heat transport (Fig. ǌ.ǉ.ǉA).ĉe edge itself is deėned
by a separate pair of gates (green in Fig. ǌ.ǉ.ǉA), and the perpendicular magnetic ėeld
deėnes a clockwise charge-propagation direction (with respect to Fig. ǌ.ǉ.ǉ). All
measurements were carried out in a dilution refrigerator with a minimum electron
ǌǋ
temperature of ƦƤ mK, measured with Coulomb blockade thermometry.
To ėrst characterize the structure of the edge that we are tunneling charge into, we
energize a subset of gates upstream (blue) and downstream (red) of the central QPC to
create additional point contacts that serve as imperfect voltage probes (R  ƥƤƤ kΩ).
ĉis ensures that we only measure the chemical potential of the outermost edge
component [Ǎǎ]. Current is injected through the central QPC (ƥƤ pA sourced through
Oǋ and drained at Oǎ). ĉe upstream chemical potential, Vƥ  Vƫ, was observed to be
immeasurably small in all measurements, indicating that no charge is transported
upstream on a Ǌǈ μm scale. ĉe downstream chemical potential, VƩ  Vƫ, can be used
to determine the resistance of the edge connecting the source to the probe (the “local
Hall” resistance RL). ĉis resistance is ploĨed in blue in Fig. ǌ.ǉ.Ǌ. Additional
measurement details can be found in Sectionǌ.ǋ.
For magnetic ėelds (B) between Ǌ T and ǐ T, the measured value RL = ƥ heƦ indicates
that the charge is carried between the injector and detector by electronic modes that
behave similarly to an IQH ν = ƥ edge. Inner edges can (and must, at ėelds below ǎ T)
be present, as can be seen by comparing Rxy with RL. ĉese inner edges, however, do
not carry any of the injected charge. Above ǐ T, we ėnd that RL is quantized to
RL = ƧƦ
h
eƦ even though the bulk is at ν = ƥ[ǋǐ]. ĉis suggests that the edge has
additional structure consisting of alternating compressible and incompressible regions
which are spatially separated, as indicated in Fig. ǌ.ǉ.Ǌ (IV). In this situation, we only
access the outermost edge of the incompressible ν = Ʀ=Ƨ strip located outside the ν = ƥ
bulk. ĉe robust quantization that we observe indicates that no charge leaks out of this
outermost ν = Ʀ=Ƨ edge over the Ǌǈ μm separating the injector from the detector.
ĉe edge-deĚecting gates (green in Fig. ǌ.ǉ.ǉA) can be deenergized to deĚect the
edges into Ěoating ohmic contacts located ǊǍǈ μm away (OǊ and Oǌ), where they will
chemically equilibrate and thermally cool (though some equilibration and cooling may
occur before the edges reach the ohmic contacts). If we repeat this charge transport
measurement with the deĚector gates deenergized, we continue to monitor no
upstream charge transport. However, the downstream resistance is observed to match
exactly the bulk value of Rxy, ploĨed in black in Fig. ǌ.ǉ.Ǌ. ĉis indicates that our
deĚection process does, indeed, force all edges to fully chemically equilibrate in ohmic
contacts OǊ and Oǌ, providing an important control for the heat transport
ǌǌ
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Figure 4.1.1: A) Scanning electron micrograph showing the gate geometry of the de-
vice. O1-7 denote ohmic contacts. Injection of current through the central quantum
point contact (QPC) populates the outermost quantum Hall edge channel, creating a
non-equilibrium distribution. Deﬂector gates adjacent to the injection site deﬁne the
edge or can be de-energized to deﬂect edge channels to ﬂoating ohmic contacts (O2
and O4). A quantum dot located 20 microns downstream of the injection site is used
to measure the temperature Td and chemical potential μd of the outer edge channel.
Similarly, an upstream dot measures Tu and μu. B, D) Coulomb blockade (CB) peaks
and diamonds for the quantum dots. The temperature is determined from the CB
peak width. The chemical potential is determined by zeroing the voltage bias across
the quantum dot. C) The IV characteristic of the QPC. For charge transport, the
QPC was operated just beyond blockade. Heat transport measurements were taken at
all points of the IV curve.
ǌǍ
0 2.41 3.8 5 6.2 8.3 10
0
1/3
1/2
1
3/2
2
Measurements
Bulk R
xy
20 micron RL
Magnetic Field (T)
R x
y,
 
R
L 
(h/
e2
)
I. 2.41 T
ν 
=
 
0
ν 
=
 
1
ν 
=
 
2
ν 
=
 
3
II. 3.8 T
ν 
=
 
0
ν 
=
 
1
ν 
=
 
2
III. 6.2 T
ν 
=
 
0
ν 
=
 
2/
3
ν 
=
 
1
IV. 8.3 T
ν 
=
 
0
ν 
=
 
2/
3
ν 
=
 
1
x x
x x
B B
B B
Figure 4.1.2: Magnetic ﬁeld dependence of the Hall resistance Rxy (black), and the
local Hall resistance RL (blue). The local Hall resistance is measured using the cen-
tral QPC as a current source ( ƥƤ pA) and a downstream QPC as a voltage probe.
Plateaus in RL reveal the structure of the edge, and also indicate which edge channels
participate in charge transport. The insets depict the qualitative structure of the sam-
ple edge at various magnetic ﬁelds, with incompressible regions shown in light blue
and labeled by ﬁlling factor. In the intervening compressible channels, white arrows
point in the direction of charge ﬂow, while the arrow length speciﬁes a charge con-
ductance of G = ƥ, Ʀ=Ƨ, or ƥ=Ƨ in units of eƦ=h. Black arrows indicate neutral modes
that carry energy upstream. The channels highlighted in red contribute to charge
transport at the voltage probe. I,II) When the bulk ﬁlling factor is ν = Ʀ or ν = Ƨ, the
edge is composed of integer channels with the outermost channel having conductance
G = ƥ. At the voltage probe, the excess current is carried solely by the outermost
channel. III,IV) Outside the bulk ν = ƥ state the edge is reconstructed, resulting in
an outermost G = Ʀ=Ƨ charge channel. The remaining ƥ=Ƨ conductance can be found
on a spatially separated inner edge located in the compressible region between the
ν = Ʀ=Ƨ and ν = ƥ incompressible regions. At 8.3 T, the excess current is carried to
the voltage probe only by the outermost channel. At 6.2 T, the edge channels come
to the same potential before reaching the voltage probe, resulting in RL = ƥ.
ǌǎ
measurements discussed below.
ǌ.Ǌ HĹĵŉ TŇĵłňńŃŇŉ
To characterize heat transport, we energize all of the gates upstream and downstream
of the central QPC to form quantum dots, which serve as thermometers to measure the
temperature of the edge. ĉis is similar to another recent spectroscopic approach
[ǉ, Ǌ, Ǎǌ]. ĉe width of the Coulomb blockade peak as a function of gate voltage can
be translated into the temperature of the leads (Fig. ǌ.ǉ.ǉB, details in Section ǌ.ǋ).
With the thermometers active, we inject current through the QPC set to an average
transmission of ǉǍƻ¹ to create a non-equilibrium population in the outermost edge
(Fig. ǌ.ǉ.ǉC).ĉe low transmission ensures that we inject solely electrons into the
edge (no FQH edges are fully transmiĨed). ĉese energetic electrons, however, are not
necessarily the elementary excitations of the edge and will therefore excite the natural
edge modes as they decompose. By increasing the bias across the QPC, we vary the
current (and therefore the power) being delivered to the edge. We monitor both the
chemical potential and temperature of the edge at the upstream and downstream dots
(Fig. ǌ.ǉ.ǉB and ǌ.ǉ.ǉD).
Measurements are ėrst performed with the deĚector gates energized, to measure
heat transport associated with the edge (red and blue curves in rows ǉ and Ǌ of Fig.
ǌ.Ǌ.ǉ). We then repeat the procedure with the deĚector gates oﬀ, to measure any
background heating not associated with the edge (cyan and magenta curves in rows ǉ
and Ǌ of Fig. ǌ.Ǌ.ǉ). ĉe diﬀerence between these two temperatures gives us a measure
of the excess heat carried by the edge (boĨom row in Fig. ǌ.Ǌ.ǉ, red is downstream and
blue is upstream temperature).
At the two lowest ėelds that were measured (Ǌ.ǌǉ T and ǋ.ǐ T), our charge
transport measurements indicate that we are injecting charge into a ν = ƥ edge siĨing
outside an incompressible bulk at ėlling ν = Ƨ or ν = Ʀ respectively. ĉis is depicted
schematically in Fig. ǌ.ǉ.Ǌ (I,II) and in Fig. ǌ.Ǌ.Ǌ (II). By monitoring the chemical
potential as we vary the injected power, we ėnd that charge is carried exclusively by the
outermost ν = ƥ edge over the entire range of measurement (Section ǌ.ǋ).
¹ĉis can be obtained by subtracting the series Hall resistance from the resistance depicted in Fig.
ǌ.ǉ.ǉC and converting the remainder to a transmission
ǌǏ
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Figure 4.2.1: Dependence of the local edge temperature on the power dissipated in
the QPC (jIj  ΔVQPC), at diﬀerent magnetic ﬁelds. Negative (positive) QPC pow-
ers correspond to the injection of holes (electrons). For each magnetic ﬁeld, the up-
stream and downstream temperatures were measured with (blue, red) and without
(cyan, magenta) the deﬂector gates energized. With the deﬂectors at zero voltage
the edge channels are directed to ﬂoating ohmic contacts where equilibration occurs.
The diﬀerence between temperatures with and without the deﬂectors energized, for
the same dot, yields the local change in temperature due to the heat carried by the
edge. This excess temperature for the downstream (red) and upstream (blue) dots is
plotted across the bottom row, for each magnetic ﬁeld. For I and II, corresponding to
an integer outermost edge, heat is carried chirally downstream with no upstream heat
transport. For IV, where we measure a 2/3 outermost edge, the heat is carried down-
stream and upstream. For III, heat is also carried in both directions, while RL = ƥ. We
attribute this behavior to reconstruction outside the bulk ν = ƥ edge, which allows
upstream heat transport without 2/3 charge transport.
ǌǐ
At Ǌ.ǌǉ T, when the bulk is at ν = Ƨ, there is no measurable background heating
either upstream or downstream. When the deĚectors are turned on, we ėnd heating
downstream but none upstream. When the bulk is at ν = Ʀ, we ėnd about Ǌ-ǋ mK of
background heating that is perfectly cancelled in the upstream direction. ĉus, in both
cases, we ėnd that heat carried by edge modes is transported exclusively downstream.
While this strict downstream heat transport in the IQH regime is expected and
matches previous measurements [Ǒ, Ǌǐ], surprisingly, the magnitude of the
temperature observed does not agree with what one would expect from quantized
thermal transport (assuming an equilibrated edge):
KH  @JE
@T
= n
πƦ
Ƨ
kƦB
h
T =) T =
p
ƪhJE=n
πkB
;
where JE is the power carried by the edge and n is the number of IQH edges
participating in transport [ǋǌ]. At ν = Ʀ, for an injected power of ǋǍǈ fW, we expect an
edge temperature between ǌǋǈ mK and ǎǈǐ mK, depending on how well the two edges
thermally equilibrate (n = Ʀ or n = ƥ). Our measured temperature of ǋǈ mK indicates
that a substantial quantity of heat is transferred out of the edge[Ǌ]. We can model the
behavior of heat transport for out-of-equilibrium Fermi systems (Section ǌ.ǌ), which
indicates a similar temperature deėciency. Both models, however, give the correct
shape for the temperature versus power curves presented in Fig. ǌ.Ǌ.ǉ.
At the highest measured ėeld, ǐ.ǋ T, charge transport (Fig. ǌ.ǉ.Ǌ) indicates that we
have an incompressible ν = Ʀ=Ƨ strip outside a ν = ƥ bulk, depicted schematically in
Fig. ǌ.ǉ.Ǌ (IV). Here we see substantially more background heating, both upstream
and downstream. ĉis bulk heating at ν = ƥ is unexpected and hasn’t previously been
observed, though a similar result at ν = ƨ=Ƨ has recently been reported [ǋ]. Additional
details can be found in Section ǌ.Ǎ. Aěer subtracting contributions from the bulk
(deĚectors energized) we still ėnd an upstream temperature rise of Ǎ mK at ǋǈǈ fW,
compared to a downstream rise of ǉǉ mK. Such upstream heating is consistent with the
predicted upstream thermal conductivity of the outer ν = Ʀ=Ƨ edge[ǋǌ], though the
assymmetry between upstream and downstream temperatures suggests that the inner
ν = ƥ! Ʀ=Ƨ edge (which carries heat preferentially downstream) is partially
participating in heat transport.
At the second highest measured ėeld, ǎ.Ǌ T, one would expect, based on charge
transport, behavior similar to what we ėnd when the bulk is at ν = Ʀ or ν = Ƨ, with all
ǌǑ
heat being carried downstream by the integer ν = ƥ edge. Instead, we ėnd a behavior
similar to what was observed at ǐ.ǋ T, with heating both upstream and downstream and
a slight asymmetry between the two. ĉis surprising result can be understood if we
allow for the presence additional structure in the ν = ƥ edge that does not aﬀect charge
transport. Perhaps the simplest such structure would be the presence of an
incompressible strip of ν = Ʀ=Ƨ, much like what we see at ǐ.ǋ T, but with charge
equilibrating between the two separated edges of this strip (Fig. ǌ.ǉ.Ǌ (III)). With
these edges equilibrated, we measure a local Hall resistance of RL = heƦ . However, the
diﬀusive heat transport provided by the outer ν = Ʀ=Ƨ edge could still carry heat to the
upstream thermometer (edge IV in Fig. ǌ.Ǌ.Ǌ). Additional evidence for such an edge
structure is presented in Section ǌ.ǎ. Importantly, this mechanism of upstream heating
by an apparent ν = ƥ edge would not be universal and would depend sensitively on the
spatial reconstruction of that edge. A sharper mesa-deėned edge with a larger density
gradient [Ǒ, Ǌǐ] or a lower-mobility ǊDES may not allow an incompressible strip of
ν = Ʀ=Ƨ to form outside the ν = ƥ bulk. In Section ǌ.ǎ, we present a device with a
mesa-deėned edge that shows no upstream heat transport at ǎ.Ǌ T (edge III in Fig.
ǌ.Ǌ.Ǌ).
By studying the charge and heat transport properties of the outermost component
of a gate-deėned quantumHall edge, these measurements paint a picture in which such
edges contain considerable structure. Charge transport along the edge shows that
correlated FQHmodes can exist outside an IQH bulk. Even when these charge
signatures are not present (Fig. ǌ.ǉ.Ǌ (III) and edge IV in Fig. ǌ.Ǌ.Ǌ), heat transport
suggests that density reconstructions can still create additional edge components that
carry heat upstream. In addition to this, by separating bulk and edge contributions, we
have been able to observe bulk heat transport at ν = ƥ which is absent at ν = Ʀ and
ν = Ƨ, the origin of which remains an open question.
More generally, our system provides a framework to extract quantitative
information about charge and heat transport at the boundary of any two-dimensional
topological insulator. Such a system can be essential to discriminate between
topological states of maĨer that have identical charge transport behavior. For example,
with the ν = Ʃ=Ʀ FQH state, the presence or absence of these neutral modes would
allow us to discriminate between distinct ground states that are particle-hole
conjugates of each other [Ǌǌ, ǌǈ, ǌǉ].
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Figure 4.2.2: One possible evolution of edge structure as a function of magnetic
ﬁeld. Three types of edges are present in this experiment, denoted by diﬀerent col-
ors, with the topmost edge being the outer edge. Only edge structures II, IV, and V
are present in the device in Fig. 4.1.1. Edge III is presented in Section 4.6. All re-
sistances are given in units of heƦ . A measurement of Rxy allows one to determine the
total conductance of all edges. A measurement of RL allows one to determine which
edges chemically equilibrate when charge is injected into the outer edge (denoted by
bold lines in the ﬁgure). Only the ƦƧ ! Ƥ edge transports heat upstream, and can be
identiﬁed by our thermometry measurements. Detecting upstream heat allows us to
discriminate between edges III and IV (see Section 4.6).
Ǎǉ
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ǌ.ǋ CļĹŁĽķĵŀ PŃŉĹłŉĽĵŀMĹĵňŊŇĹŁĹłŉň ĵłĸ TļĹŇŁŃŁĹŉŇŏ
I. CļĹŁĽķĵŀ PŃŉĹłŉĽĵŀMĹĵňŊŇĹŁĹłŉ
As the DC current I injected through the QPC increases, the downstream chemical
potential of the outermost edge component must correspondingly rise. Unless a DC
voltage bias VZB is applied to OǍ to exactly compensate this altered chemical potential,
a DC current will Ěow through the dot whenever the Coulomb blockade is liěed.
Tuning the dot to this zero bias condition allows us to measure the chemical potential
of the outermost edge component. In principle an upstream charge current may cause
a similar rise in chemical potential at the upstream dot. For all measurements, the
upstream chemical potential was indistinguishable from that of the ground contact
(OǏ), suggesting that upstream charge transport does not occur on a Ǌǈ μm scale.
ĉe dependence of VZB on the current I, at a particular value of magnetic ėeld,
measures the total conductance of the edge channels participating in charge transport
at the quantum dot. For the deĚector gates energized, this conductance matches ƥ=RL.
When the deĚector gates are at zero voltage, however, all edges carry charge and the
total conductance matches the Hall conductance. ĉese observations corroborate the
assertion that the deĚector gates are able to direct the Ěow of edge channels. When the
deĚector gates are energized, the data also show that charge remains in the outermost
edge on a Ǌǈ μm scale even during thermometry measurements. An example of edge
resistances determined using the quantum dot zero bias condition is presented in Fig.
ǌ.ǋ.ǉ.
II. CŃŊŀŃŁĶ BŀŃķĿĵĸĹ TļĹŇŁŃŁĹŉŇŏ
At each value of the magnetic ėeld, quantum dots were tuned to the Coulomb
blockade (CB) regime. ĉe typical charging energy was Ǎǈ μeV, while the typical
spacing between CB peaks corresponded to Ǌǈ mV on the plunger gate. We calibrated
each dot individually for thermometry measurements by extracting the slopesmƥ and
mƦ of CB diamonds adjacent to the conductance peak of interest, as shown in Fig.
ǌ.ǋ.Ǌ. ĉe lever arm α = CG=C was then determined by
α =
jmƥmƦj
jmƥj+ jmƦj ; (ǌ.ǉ)
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Figure 4.3.1: The voltage VZB applied to O5 in order to zero the bias across the
downstream quantum dot, as a function of the current IDC injected through the QPC.
Data were acquired at a magnetic ﬁeld of 8.3 T. For the deﬂector gates energized,
VZB is shown in red, with a slope corresponding to current carried by a ν = Ʀ=Ƨ outer-
most edge. When the deﬂector gates are set to zero, VZB is shown in blue, indicating
conduction of current by edges with total conductance G = ƥ.
Ǎǌ
where CG is the capacitance between the dot and the plunger gate, and C is the total
capacitance. Knowing α allows the use of the conductance peak width as a sensitive
thermometer. Our dots are in the metallic regime ΔE kBT eƦ=C, where the
temperature exceeds the dot level spacing ΔE. ĉe temperature of the leads is then
found through the formula for the lineshape of a conductance peak centered at gate
voltage VR :
G / cosh Ʀ

e  α  jVR   VGj
Ʀ:ƩkBT

: (ǌ.Ǌ)
During the experiment, we applied a ėxed ǌ μV AC voltage bias and a variable DC
voltage bias to each dot (contacts Oǉ and OǍ in Fig. ǌ.ǉ.ǉ). ĉe diﬀerent AC
frequencies used for each dot were typically ǊǉǍ and ǋǉǍ Hz. To determine the
temperature T of the leads coupled to a single dot, we ėrst tuned the DC voltage bias
VDC applied to the dot so that the chemical potentials of the two leads were equal, as
described above. ĉen the plunger gate voltage VG was swept through a conductance
peak while the resulting AC current was monitored using lockin techniques. ĉe
typical AC dot resistance was> ƥƤƤ kΩ, resulting in AC currents of ƥƤ pA. For each
DC current I injected through the QPC, the temperature of the leads was extracted
using equation ǌ.Ǌ. Representative scans over conductance peaks in the downstream
dot, for two diﬀerent injected currents, are ploĨed in Fig. ǌ.ǋ.ǋ.
A data set consisted of one sweep of the DC voltage bias Vbias applied to the QPC
(contact Oǋ), between -ǊǍǈ μV and ǊǍǈ μV. At each value of Vbias we recorded the
injected current I, as well as the temperature T and chemical potential μ for both dots.
ĉe QPC power was deėned as the vector PQPC = I  Vbias   IƦ(h=νeƦ), where ν was
the bulk ėlling factor. For each sweep, the electron temperatures found using equation
(ǌ.Ǌ) were normalized such that the minimum electron temperature was always Ǌǈ
mK, equivalent to an eﬀective rescaling of α. ĉis minimum electron temperature of Ǌǈ
mK was measured at the base temperature of our dilution refrigerator via Coulomb
blockade thermometry, for quantum dots with cold leads sourced directly from ohmic
contacts. We assume in our experiment that all edges are at this minimum temperature
when Vbias = Ƥ. For a dot coupled to a fractional edge, electronic correlations may
alter the temperature extracted using equation ǌ.Ǌ. As long as the peak width remains
linear in temperature as a result of such behavior, our procedure accurately reports
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Figure 4.3.2: Coulomb blockade data used to calibrate the downstream quantum
dot at a magnetic ﬁeld of 8.3 T. The lever arm α is calculated from the slopes of the
zero-conductance regions, marked by dashed lines.
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Figure 4.3.3: AC current IAC through the downstream quantum dot as a function
of the plunger gate voltage VG, measured at a magnetic ﬁeld of 8.3 T. Black circles
(squares) correspond to data taken for an injected QPC current I = Ƥ nA (I = ƥ:Ʃ
nA). The best ﬁts of the data to equation (2) are shown in blue and red, and give
temperatures of T = ƦƦ:Ʀ mK for I = Ƥ nA and 43.3 mK for I = ƥ:Ʃ nA.
ǍǏ
relative edge temperatures. ĉe absolute fractional edge temperatures may then diﬀer
from our reported data by an overall normalization.
While all of our reported Coulomb blockade temperatures use the above rescaling to
normalize the base temperature to Ǌǈ mK, it is also possible to calibrate temperatures
using the resistive RuO thermometer on the mixing chamber. In Fig. ǌ.ǋ.ǌ such a
calibration is ploĨed, showing how the temperature deduced from Coulomb blockade
peaks corresponds to the mixing chamber temperature. ĉe behavior is linear at high
temperatures and saturates to the minimum dot temperature of Ǌǈ mK at low
temperatures due to the decoupling of the electronic system from the laĨice. Because
the mixing chamber thermometer is not directly coupled to the two-dimensional
electronic system, we have chosen to normalize minimum temperatures to Ǌǈ mK
rather than calibrate using the mixing chamber. From this data we see that a calibration
using the mixing chamber thermometer does not signiėcantly alter our results beyond
a ǉǌǈƻ temperature rescaling at the highest reported temperatures. None of our
qualitative claims are changed by such a rescaling, and this temperature increase
cannot explain the temperature deėciency discussed in the main text and Section ǌ.ǌ.
We accumulated several normalized data sets at each value of magnetic ėeld, both
with the deĚector gates energized and at zero voltage. To determine the increase in
temperature at the downstream dot due to heat carried by the outermost edge
component, we ėrst separated the data sets into two groups, depending on whether the
deĚectors were energized or at zero voltage while the data was taken. For each group,
the normalized downstream temperatures were then averaged to obtain two vectors
containing the mean downstream temperatures for both deĚector seĨings. ĉe QPC
powers were similarly averaged, resulting in the power-dependent mean temperatures
ploĨed in Fig. ǌ.Ǌ.ǉ. ĉe diﬀerence between the mean downstream temperatures, for
equal QPC power, was reported as the excess downstream dot temperature. ĉis
procedure was also used for the upstream dot, and for all reported values of the
magnetic ėeld. ĉe excess temperatures determined in this way are ploĨed in the third
row of Fig. ǌ.Ǌ.ǉ of the main paper.
Ǎǐ
0 20 40 60 80 100 120 140 160
0
20
40
60
80
100
120
Q
u
a
n
tu
m
 D
o
t 
T
e
m
p
e
ra
tu
re
 (
m
K
)
Mixing Chamber Temperature (mK)
í í í í í í í
0
20
40
60
80
100
Upstream Dot V
G
 (mV)
U
p
s
tr
e
a
m
 D
o
t 
D
C
 B
ia
s
 (
µV
)
0

10

20



í í í í í í
0
20
40
60
80
100
Downstream Dot V
G
 (mV)
D
o
w
n
s
tr
e
a
m
 D
o
t 
D
C
 B
ia
s
 (
µV
)
0

10

20



a                                         c
b
Figure 4.3.4: Comparison of Mixing Chamber and Coulomb Blockade Thermometry,
at 6.15 T. Heat is applied to the mixing chamber and temperatures are measured
using a resistive RuO thermometer attached to the mixing chamber along with the
two patterned quantum dots. a,b) Widths for the CB thermometers are calibrated
using the diamonds. c) The widths of our CB peaks are linear in temperature, except
for a saturation at 20 mK as the mixing chamber is cooled to 10 mK.
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ǌ.ǌ PŃŌĹŇ ķĵŇŇĽĹĸ Ķŏ NŃł-EŅŊĽŀĽĶŇĽŊŁ EĸĻĹň
In our experiment, we tune the bulk quantumHall state to ėlling factor ν, and apply a
voltage V between ohmic contacts Oǋ and Oǎ. ĉese two contacts are separated by a
QPC tuned to have resistance R  ƥƤƤ kΩ. When a net current I is injected through
the QPC, the electronic occupation of the outermost compressible edge channel
deviates locally from its equilibrium distribution. Quantum dots placed Ǌǈ μm
upstream and downstream of the QPC probe the chemical potential and temperature
of this outermost edge. ĉe form of Coulomb blockade peaks monitored during our
heat transport measurements suggests that the outer edge internally reaches thermal
equilibrium over a distance smaller than Ǌǈ μm. However, our charge measurements
indicate that chemical equilibration of the outer edge with inner edge channels starts to
occur at a distance greater than Ǌǈ μm. ĉus, at the downstreammeasurement point
the outermost edge has a Fermi occupation function and carries all of the injected
current I. For the measurements at magnetic ėelds of Ǌ.ǌǉ T and ǋ.ǐ T (bulk ν = ǋ and
ν = Ǌ), the electrical conductance of this edge is consistent with downstream charge
transport by a single integer quantumHall (IQH) edge. Furthermore, our
thermometry measurements show strict downstream heat transport, also consistent
with the IQH regime. To determine the expected quantitative outcome of our
measurements in the IQH regime, we analyze charge and heat transport by IQH edges
in the experimental system described above.
ĉe chemical potential μ of an IQH edge is related to the current IE that it carries:
IE =
e
h
μ: (ǌ.ǋ)
In our model, the total number of edge channels on each side of the QPC is equal to
the bulk ėlling ν. However, since only the outermost channel contributes to charge
transport on a Ǌǈ μm scale, we treat inner channels as inert and consider only the
behavior of the outer channel. ĉe two outer edges that carry charge toward the QPC
originate in ohmic contacts Oǋ and Oǎ. ĉe occupations of these incoming edges are
therefore Fermi functions,
fOƧin (E) = f(E  μOƧin ;Tbase)
fOƪin (E) = f(E  μOƪin ;Tbase);
(ǌ.ǌ)
ǎǈ
where μOƧin = μ + eV and μOƪin = μ are the chemical potentials of Oǋ and Oǎ and Tbase
= Ǌǈ mK is the electron base temperature. At the QPC, the electronic occupations of
the outgoing edge modes are forced out of equilibrium. At a distance Ǌǈ μm from the
QPC these outgoing edges reach thermal equilibrium, with chemical potentials
μOƧout = μ + eV  (h=e)I and μOƪout = μ + (h=e)I determined using equation ǌ.ǋ. While
these chemical potentials can be found simply by considering charge transport, a more
detailed analysis of scaĨering at the QPC is necessary to determine the temperatures of
the outgoing edges.
ĉe equilibrium temperature T of an IQH edge is related to the power JE carried by
its excitations according to
JE =
(πkB)Ʀ
ƪh
TƦ: (ǌ.Ǎ)
In general JE can also be calculated from the occupation n(E) and chemical potential μ
of an edge, by integrating the power:
JE =
ƥ
h
Z μ
Ƥ
dE  (μ   E)  (ƥ  n(E)) + ƥ
h
Z 1
μ
dE  (E  μ)  n(E): (ǌ.ǎ)
Here the ėrst integral corresponds to the contribution of hole-like excitations, while
the second integral corresponds to particle-like excitations. ĉe ǉD relation
g(E)  v(E) = ƥ=h between the velocity v(E) and density of states g(E) was used to
simplify the integrals.
Since the outgoing edges in our model have non-equilibrium distributions nOƧout(E)
and nOƪout(E) immediately aěer the injection of current I, their respective energy
currents are determined using equation ǌ.ǎ. At a distance Ǌǈ μm from the QPC, the
outgoing edges are in equilibrium. If no energy escapes from the edge as it equilibrates,
equation ǌ.Ǎ then provides a calculation of the expected edge temperatures. With the
goal of ultimately ėnding these temperatures, we therefore consider the forms of the
non-equilibrium edge distributions, which depend on the energy-dependent QPC
transmission probability τ(E). ĉis transmission is determined by the diﬀerential
conductance dI=dV of the QPC, as follows:
I =
Z 1
Ƥ
dE  τ(E)  (fOƧin (E)  fOƪin (E)): (ǌ.Ǐ)
Using τ and the distributions of the incoming edges (equation ǌ.ǌ), we ėnd
ǎǉ
expressions for the non-equilibrium distributions:
nOƧout = (ƥ  τ)  fOƧin + τ  fOƪin
nOƪout = (ƥ  τ)  fOƪin + τ  fOƧin :
(ǌ.ǐ)
From these distributions we can then deduce the partitioning of power among the
outgoing edges, as well as the outgoing equilibrium temperatures TOƧout and TOƪout. We
ėnd that each outgoing edge carries an equal energy current. Conservation of energy
provides a constraint on the total outgoing power:
I  V  IƦ(h=eƦ) = (πkBT
OƧ
out)
Ʀ
ƪh
+
(πkBTOƪout)Ʀ
ƪh
  (πkBTbase)
Ʀ
Ƨh
: (ǌ.Ǒ)
ĉis relationship holds as long as the inner edges remain decoupled from the
outermost edge modes. Here the leě-hand side speciėes the power dissipated by the
QPC, while the right-hand side represents the net power carried away by edge
excitations. ĉe term IƦ(h=eƦ) refers to energy dissipated at ohmic contacts, and does
not contribute to heating the edge. For completeness, the distributions of the outgoing
edges, Ǌǈ μm from the QPC, are given below:
fOƧout(E) = f(E  μOƧout;TOƧout)
fOƪout(E) = f(E  μOƪout;TOƪout);
(ǌ.ǉǈ)
In Fig. ǌ.ǌ.ǉ, numerical calculations of the outermost edge occupation functions are
ploĨed during each stage of scaĨering at the QPC, for an applied voltage V = ƥƫƩ μV
and at bulk ėlling ν = Ʀ. In panel B, the incoming distributions are shown with the
QPC transmission τ extracted from IV data. In panels C and D, the non-equilibrium
and equilibrium distributions are ploĨed for outgoing edges on each side of the QPC.
For the equilibrium outgoing distributions, we extract the temperatures TOƧout and TOƪout
over a range of V to determine the dependence of edge temperatures on the QPC
power PQPC = I  V  IƦ(h=eƦ). As shown in Fig. ǌ.ǌ.Ǌ, our model qualitatively
explains the cusp in temperature that is observed at PQPC = Ƥ.
Using this model, we expect the downstream quantum dot to measure a maximum
temperature of ƩƪƤ mK for ν = Ǌ and ƩƨƩ mK for ν = ǋ. ĉe actual observed maximum
temperatures were ƩƩ mK for ν = Ǌ and ƧƩ mK for ν = ǋ. Although we observe no charge
leakage to inner edge channels on a Ǌǈ μm scale, the loss of heat to inner edges is still
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Figure 4.4.1: A) The IV curve of the QPC at bulk ﬁlling ν = Ʀ. An applied voltage
V = ƥƫƩ μV was used to calculate the distributions shown in (B-D). This voltage and
the corresponding injected current are marked with dashed lines. B) The QPC trans-
mission probability τ, calculated from the QPC IV curve, is shown in magenta. In blue
(red), the occupation fOƪin (fOƧin ) of the incoming outer edge mode originating at ohmic
contact O6 (O3). The chemical potentials diﬀer by eV = ƥƫƩ μeV. C) In blue, the
non-equilibrium occupation nOƧout of the outermost edge immediately after the injection
of current through the QPC. This edge component carries charge toward O3. 20 μm
from the QPC, the edge is in equilibrium with the distribution fOƧout, shown in red. C)
The edge component carrying charge toward O6 has the non-equilibrium occupation
nOƪout, shown in blue, immediately after current is injected. 20 μm downstream the edge
has equilibrated to the distribution fOƪout, shown in red.
possible and would decrease the expected temperatures. If all edges equilibrate
thermally over a distance smaller than Ǌǈ μm, we expect that the power JE carried by
the outermost edge will be divided by the ėlling factor ν:Using equation ǌ.Ǎ, it follows
that the temperature will be divided by νƥ=Ʀ. For this type of thermal equilibration we
thus expect to measure ƧƭƩ mK for ν = Ǌ and ƧƥƩ mK for ν = ǋ. Whether or not heat
escapes to the inner edges, it is still clear from this analysis that in our experiment the
majority of the power dissipated in the QPC does not ėnd its way to the outermost
edge.
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Figure 4.4.2: Expected equilibrium temperatures of the outgoing outermost edges,
calculated using the measured QPC transmission τ at ν = 2. Both outgoing edges are
expected to have the same temperature. The ν = 3 data give the same temperature
as a function of QPC power.
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ǌ.Ǎ BŊŀĿHĹĵŉ TŇĵłňńŃŇŉ
As mentioned in the main text and Section ǌ.ǌ, we observe temperatures well below
what is expected for a system of quantumHall edges with no energy dissipation. ĉis
necessarily means that heat diﬀuses out of the edges into additional modes in either the
bulk of the ǊD electronic system or the surrounding crystalline solid. Because we see a
bulk contribution to heating when the bulk is at ν = ƥ (Columns III and IV of Fig.
ǌ.Ǌ.ǉ), but not when the bulk is at ν = Ʀ or ν = Ƨ (Columns I and II), and because we
don’t expect a change of magnetic ėeld to signiėcantly aﬀect heat conduction through
the solid, we can aĨribute the heating at high ėelds to the ν = ƥ electronic system.
While we don’t know the mechanism of this bulk heat transport in such a strongly
insulating state, we suspect it may be associated with low energy spin degrees of
freedom that exist at ν = ƥ.
ĉe presence of this bulk heat transport in the two measurements where we see
upstream heat transport aĨributed to edges requires some additional discussion.²
Speciėcally, we need to rule out the possibility that turning our deĚectors on and oﬀ
aﬀects the quantity of heat transported by the bulk to the thermometers, thereby
producing a signal unrelated to edge heat transport. Below we describe two
experiments speciėcally designed to address this possibility. Our ėndings provide two
important observations. Firstly, our gates are not completely eﬀective at preventing the
Ěow of heat. We inferred this from the shape of our Coulomb blockade peaks, and
checked it explicitly by aĨempting to block heat Ěow with a gate. Secondly, if we
reduce the length of the deĚector gates to the point where there is much less bulk ν = ƥ
region for heat to diﬀuse upwards into when the deĚectors are oﬀ, we observe the same
qualitative and quantitative behavior that was presented in the main body of the paper.
Both of these observations are discussed more carefully below.
I. DĽĺĺŊňĽŃł Ńĺ ļĹĵŉ ŉļŇŃŊĻļ ĻĵŉĹĸ ŇĹĻĽŃłň
When our topgates are energized to completely deplete carriers from the underlying
ǊD electron system, we would expect that energy can no longer be transported by that
system. However, heat that manages to diﬀuse into the laĨice can still propagate. Here
we will present data suggesting that some heat does indeed diﬀuse across the depleted
²A measurement where bulk heat transport is present without edge heating is given in Section ǌ.ǎ
ǎǍ
regions.
ĉe ėrst indication of such diﬀusion is taking place can be seen in the form of our
Coulomb blockade peaks. ĉe ėts we used in the experiment assume that the
temperatures of the two quantum dot leads are identical. However, since we are only
explicitly heating one side of the dot, a simple model suggests that we should expect
leads with diﬀerent temperatures. ĉis temperature asymmetry should show up as an
increased kurtosis in the CB peak shape. In Fig. ǌ.Ǎ.ǉ, we show the one-temperature ėt
that was used in the main body of this paper along with two alternatives that allow for
asymmetric lead temperatures. ĉis particular peak corresponds to the downstream
measurement at a magnetic ėeld of ǎ.Ǌ T and an injected power of ǊǏǌ fW.ĉe
deĚector gates are energized, so this peak includes both edge and bulk contributions.
Fig. ǌ.Ǎ.ǉb presents an alternative ėt with an additional ėt parameter that allows for
diﬀerent temperatures in the two leads. While the one-temperature ėt suggests lead
temperatures of Ǎǉ mK, the two temperature ėt suggests that one of the leads is hoĨer
(ǎǈ mK) and the other is colder (ǋǑ mK). However, even though the ėts are
consistently beĨer with the extra parameter, the residuals are not systematically cleaner.
Fig. ǌ.Ǎ.Ǌ presents a comparison of the one-temperature and two-temperature ėts for
the entire range of injected powers that we studied. Below Ǎǈ fW of injected power, the
one-temperature and two-temperature ėts agree exactly, suggesting equal temperature
leads. At higher powers, the two temperature ėt does suggest a diﬀerence in the lead
temperatures. Even this asymmetry, however, has to be considered carefully. Because
there are nearby peaks (roughly ǐǈǈ mK away from the peak center, when translated
from gate voltage as in Fig. ǌ.Ǎ.ǉ), at high temperatures we can expect them to
artiėcially distort our peak and increase the quality of an asymmetric-temperature ėt.
Fig. ǌ.Ǎ.ǉc presents yet another ėt which assumes that the cold lead has the naively
expected temperature of Ǌǈ mK, corresponding to the observed base temperature for
electrons with no intentional heating. ĉe temperature of the hot lead is allowed to
vary. With this constraint, the best ėt suggests a hot lead temperature of ǍǑ mK. Here,
however, the residuals have a pronounced trend that persists for all ėts with the Ǌǈ mK
constraint.
Without strong evidence that a two-temperature ėt beĨer describes our
measurements, we opted to use a single-temperature ėt for the main data presented.
None of the qualitative observations of bulk heat transport or upstream heat transport
by a neutral edge mode are aﬀected by using the hoĨer temperature from
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Figure 4.5.1: a) One temperature ﬁt of the CB peak seen downstream at 6.2T and
274 mW of injected power. The deﬂector gates are energized, so this peak includes
both edge and bulk contributions. Additional peaks are centered roughly 800 mK to
the left and right of the center of this peak. b) Fit obtained by adding an additional
parameter allowing for asymmetric lead temperatures. There is no systematic im-
provement in the residual trend by using such a ﬁt (though the quality of ﬁt obviously
improves slightly). c) Fit obtained using the same form as panel b, but ﬁxing the cold
lead to a 20 mK distribution. This produces a low quality of ﬁt and certainly doesn’t
describe our data well. d,e,f) Fit residuals plotted below the associated ﬁt.
two-temperature ėts. Furthermore, the two-temperature ėt doesn’t solve the
temperature deėciency alluded to in the main text or Section ǌ.ǌ.
We can go further and explicitly test for heat transport across depleted regions by
placing a strip of such a region between our heater and our thermometers, as in the
device pictured in Fig. ǌ.Ǎ.ǋ. Any heat detected at the thermometers would necessarily
have to diﬀuse through depleted region beneath the vertical gates. Results of this test
are depicted in Fig. ǌ.Ǎ.ǌ. Here, we can clearly see that some heat Ěows through these
narrow depleted regions. At the highest injected power, we see the temperature rise
from Ǌǈ mK to Ǌǐ mK with an uninterrupted ǊD and a temperature rise to ǊǊ mK with
ǎǏ
−300 −200 −100 0 100 200 300
15
20
25
30
35
40
45
50
55
60
QPC Power (fW)
D
ow
ns
tre
am
 T
em
pe
ra
tu
re
 (m
K)
Figure 4.5.2: Temperature ﬁt of the CB peak seen downstream at 6.2T as a func-
tion of injected power. Black denotes the one-temperature ﬁt (as in Fig. S7a), and
red and blue denote the hot and cold temperatures of a two-temperature ﬁt (as in
Fig. S7b). They agree perfectly at low injected powers, but begin to diverge beyond
50 fW.
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Figure 4.5.3: Device designed to explicitly test for heat leakage across a depleted
barrier. When the vertical gates are energized, the 2D systems on the left and right
are completely isolated (electrically) from the 2D system with the heater in the cen-
ter.
the ǊD depleted beneath the vertical gates. ĉis small heat diﬀusion through gated
regions is qualitatively consistent with our observation of heating in the cold leads of
our quantum dots, as mentioned above. ĉe fact that the temperature is reduced from
the ungated value (ǊǊ mK versus Ǌǐ mK) provides additional evidence that the ǊD
electron system is responsible for the observed bulk heat transport at high ėelds.
II. GĹŃŁĹŉŇĽķ DĽĺĺŊňĽŃł CŃłňĽĸĹŇĵŉĽŃłň
Because we only detect neutral mode heating when there is a bulk contribution to the
heating signal, we have to ensure that there is no signiėcant change in the bulk
contribution as we energize and deenergize the deĚector gate. It would appear
plausible, for instance, that by turning on the deĚector gate we reduce the area over
which the bulk heat can diﬀuse. Speciėcally, with the deĚector gate on, heat can no
longer diﬀuse up into the ǊD region between our heater and our thermometers. As a
result, one may conjecture that more heat will be directed towards the thermometers
resulting in a higher temperature unassociated with quantumHall edge physics. ĉe
ėrst indication that this redirection of heat isn’t relevant is the above observation (from
CB peak shapes and direct measurements) that heat does indeed partially diﬀuse
through depleted regions. A more convincing test, however, consists of altering the
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Figure 4.5.4: Heat transport across a depleted barrier. The cyan curve depicts tem-
perature measured upstream from the heater when the vertical gates are deenergized.
The blue curve depicts the temperature when the vertical gate is energized, so heat
must diﬀuse across a depleted region. The magenta and red curves are the corre-
sponding traces for the downstream dot. All data was taken at 8.3 T, corresponding
to column IV in Fig. 4.2.1.
Ǐǈ
geometry of the bulk to reduce the eﬀect of this geometric distortion.
To this end, consider the device shown in Fig. ǌ.Ǎ.Ǎb. It is identical to the devices
used for measurements in the main body of the paper, but with a shorter deĚector gate
length (ǐ um instead of ǉǍ um). At ǐ.ǋ T, we expect an edge structure as shown in Fig.
ǌ.Ǎ.Ǎ, with two separated edges: one corresponding to the boundary between vacuum
and ν = ƦƧ and the other corresponding to the boundary between ν =
Ʀ
Ƨ and ν = ƥ, as
ν = ƥ is the bulk ėlling factor and ν = ƦƧ is the edge that we detect with our local
injection measurements. In the ǐ um deĚector device, with the deĚector deenergized,
we measure a slightly elevated resistance (ƥ:ƥƭRK), indicating that the inner edge
corresponding to the transition from ν = ƦƧ to ν = ƥ is being backscaĨered
(transmission coeﬃcient of ƩƦ% for that inner edge). ĉis indicates that the ν = ƥ bulk
is largely closed oﬀ in this deĚected region, so we would expect very liĨle bulk heat to
diﬀuse upwards through this narrow constriction. If the diﬀerence in upstream heating
displayed in Fig. ǌ.Ǌ.ǉ(IV) of the main paper is due to a redirection of bulk heat Ěow,
we would expect almost the same diﬀerence between the temperature measured in the
ǉǍ um deĚector device (Fig. ǌ.Ǎ.Ǎa) and the ǐ um deĚector device (Fig. ǌ.Ǎ.Ǎb).
ĉe data from these measurements are presented in Fig. ǌ.Ǎ.ǎ. ĉe blue and red
points correspond to temperatures measured in the device from Fig. ǌ.Ǎ.Ǎa with
deĚectors oﬀ. ĉe cyan and magenta points correspond to temperatures measured in
the device from Fig. ǌ.Ǎ.Ǎb, also with deĚectors oﬀ. ĉese undeĚected temperatures in
the two devices are very close, to within the data spread. For reference, the
temperature associated with turning on the deĚectors (which results in the same
geometry for the two devices) is displayed in green and orange.
From these, we can infer that the excess temperature found in the green and orange
traces is indeed associated with a hot ν = ƦƧ edge, as this edge is the only component of
the system that is signiėcantly altered as deĚector gates are turned on in the device
from Fig. ǌ.Ǎ.Ǎb.
In Section ǌ.ǎ, we present yet another device, where the gate-deėned edge is
replaced by a sharp mesa-deėned edge. If the excess upstream heat was due to a
redirection of bulk heating, we would expect an elevated temperature in that situation,
given that the device possesses a nearly identical bulk geometry compared with the
gate-deėned edge. Here, however, we don’t see any heat associated with the edge at ǎ.Ǌ
T (Fig. ǌ.ǎ.Ǌa). ĉis provides even further evidence that the observed upstream heat is
due to FQH edge structure and is independent of the measured bulk heat transport at
Ǐǉ
ν = ƥ.
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Figure 4.5.5: A device to test the eﬀect of geometric diﬀusion considerations. a)
SEM image of device identical to that used for data in the main paper. Edge labels
correspond to what is expected at a ﬁeld of 8.3T, based on our local and global Rxy
measurements. b) SEM image of a device with a narrower region through which
edges can be deﬂected. From the elevated resistance shown in panel d, we know that
the inner edge is partially backscattered. c) Copy of the ΔVZB versus IDC curve from
Fig. 4.3.1, demonstrating that the resistance in the deﬂector channel is the same as
the bulk value (ƥ:ƤƥRK), indicating that the ν = ƥ state is fully connected from the top
to the bottom of the image in panel a. d) A corresponding ΔVZB versus IDC curve for
the device in panel b. The elevated resistance (ƥ:ƥƭRK) indicates that the inner edge,
which has a conductance of eƦƧh is 52% transmitted. This suggests that the ν = ƥ state
is connected through a narrow channel in this device, providing much less room for
heat to diﬀuse upwards compared to the device in panel a.
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Figure 4.5.6: The blue and red points correspond to temperatures measured in
the device from Fig. 4.5.5a with deﬂectors oﬀ. The cyan and magenta points cor-
respond to temperatures measured in the device from Fig. 4.5.5b, also with deﬂectors
oﬀ. These undeﬂected temperatures in the two devices are very close, to within the
data spread. For reference, the temperature associated with turning on the deﬂectors
(which results in the same geometry for the two devices) is displayed in green and
orange. From this we can conclude that the observed upstream heating is not due
to a redirection of bulk heating upon energizing of deﬂector gates. a) Upstream. b)
Downstream.
Ǐǌ
ǌ.ǎ TļĹ FŇĵķŉĽŃłĵŀ QŊĵłŉŊŁHĵŀŀ EĸĻĹ ĵŉ ν = ƥ
ĉe spatial separation between compressible edges is determined largely by the
sharpness of the conėning potential. At ν = ƥ, the presence of FQH edge structure
requires a shallow conėning potential (compared to the magnetic length or Fermi
wavelength), as well as a high mobility ǊDES (as is always required for FQH physics).
In this section, we will present data from an edge deėned through a mesa etch, creating
a steeper conėning potential than what was presented in the main paper. As a result of
the steeper conėnement, we ėnd edges of type III and IV (from Fig. ǌ.Ǌ.Ǌ) when the
bulk is at ν = ƥ. ĉe gate-deėned edge, as a reminder, had edges of type IV and V at
bulk ėlling ν = ƥ. From the table in Fig. ǌ.Ǌ.Ǌ, we can see that charge transport (Rxy
and RL) cannot discriminate between the type III and type IV edges. In this section,
we will present evidence that both types of edge can exist in a single sample, and that
they can be distinguished by monitoring upstream heat transport.
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Figure 4.6.1: a) Modiﬁed device to study heat transport along a sharper edge. The
gate deﬁned edge (studied in the main paper) allowed for a ν = Ʀ=Ƨ edge to form out-
side the ν = ƥ bulk (blue trace in panel b). The mesa-deﬁned edge here is sharper,
and the sharp density gradient may preclude FQH edge structure outside the ν = ƥ
bulk. This image is of a device with 40 μm between heater and thermometer, while
the device measured had 20 μm between heater and thermometer, to match the de-
vice presented in the main paper. b) RL (red) for the device in panel a. The reduced
resistance of the edge (red versus blue) at 8.3 T when switching from a gate-deﬁned
to a mesa-deﬁned edge suggests that the originally separated FQH (ν = Ʀ=Ƨ and
ν = ƥ ! Ʀ=Ƨ) channels are brought close together, allowing charge to equilibrate be-
tween them. While the device is drawn with an edge of type III (from Fig. 4.2.2 of
the main paper), an edge of type IV cannot be ruled out from charge transport, either
locally (RL) or globally (Rxy).
In Fig. ǌ.ǎ.ǉ, we present an SEM image of the device under consideration. ĉe
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Figure 4.6.2: Upstream thermometry to identify FQH structure in the ν = ƥ edge.
Dark blue curves depict background upstream heating, which we attribute to the
bulk. The green curve depicts the heat observed with a gate-deﬁned edge connecting
heater and thermometer. The light blue curve depicts upstream heat observed with
a sharper mesa-deﬁned edge connecting heater and thermometer. a) At low ﬁelds,
the upstream heating from the mesa-deﬁned edge closely matches the background,
suggesting no excess heat is carried by the edge. b) At high ﬁelds, there is a similar
amount of upstream heating by both sharp and shallow edges, both appreciably above
the background.
device geometry and substrate used are identical to those used for the device presented
in the main paper. Using a wet-etching procedure, we are able to remove material
between the QPC heater and the QD thermometer. ĉis creates a physical boundary to
the sample along which the edge propagates. ĉe density in the ǊDES must drop to
zero across this edge, which can be happen over a shorter length scale than for an edge
created by depleting the ǊDES via electrostatic gating.
To demonstrate that this edge is sharper, we can repeat our local charge transport
measurements (Fig. ǌ.ǎ.ǉb, RL in red). ĉe observed enhanced conductance at any
given ėeld (red compared to blue) is a result of either more edges participating in
transport, or a greater conductance of those edges participating. ĉis is precisely what
is expected if the edges are conėned with a steeper potential. Here we will focus on
behavior on the edge of the ν = ƥ bulk (ǎ.Ǌ T and ǐ.ǋ T). From the charge transport
measurements, we cannot distinguish the exact edge structure at either ėeld (see edges
III and IV in Fig. ǌ.Ǌ.Ǌ).
To distinguish between these two possible edge structures, we can perform
Ǐǎ
upstream thermometry measurements. Because we have created our edge via etching
the mesa, we cannot control for bulk heating by energizing and deenergizing deĚection
gates. However, by using an identical geometry to the gate-deėned device, we can still
identify the presence or absence of excess heat due to the edge. ĉis thermometry
measurement is presented in Fig. ǌ.ǎ.Ǌ, with data from the edge-deėned device in light
blue. For comparison, data from the gate-deėned device taken at the same ėelds is
reproduced in dark blue and green (identical to upstream data in columns III and IV of
Fig. ǌ.Ǌ.ǉ in the main paper).
At ǎ.Ǌ T, we see that the temperature detected upstream (light blue) closely matches
the temperature associated with bulk heating in the original device (dark blue). ĉis is
consistent with no heat being transported by the edge. ĉe lack of upstream heat
carried by the edge allows us to classify it as a simple IQH ν = ƥ edge (type III in Fig.
ǌ.Ǌ.Ǌ), similar to what was observed at bulk ėllings of ν = Ʀ and ν = Ƨ in the original
device.
At ǐ.ǋ T, the temperature measured upstream (light blue in Fig. ǌ.ǎ.Ǌb) appears to
be elevated, closely matching the temperature seen when a ν = Ʀ=Ƨ edge connects the
heater to the upstream thermometer in the original device (green curve). Recall that in
the original device, this ν = Ʀ=Ƨ edge was detectable via measurement of RL (blue
curve in Fig. ǌ.ǉ.Ǌ). Here the charge signature has vanished (RL = Rxy), but the nearly
identical upstream heating strongly suggests that the ν = Ʀ=Ƨ edge is still present (edge
IV in Fig. ǌ.Ǌ.Ǌ). ĉese measurements increase our conėdence in assigning edge IV to
our observations at ǎ.Ǌ T in the original device.
ǌ.Ǐ LĹłĻŉļDĹńĹłĸĹłķĹ Ńĺ RL
If two separated co-propagating edge channels are ėlled to diﬀerent chemical
potentials, we expect charge to slowly equilibrate between them. By varying the length
between injector (the central QPC), and detector (a downstreamQPC), we can learn
how this equilibration takes place.
Data from ǋ separate samples, all from the same wafer, are shown in Fig. ǌ.Ǐ.ǉ. At
ǎ.Ǌ T, RL is always found to be quantized to ƥ (though it isn’t so clear for the ƥ μm
device due to large conductance Ěuctuations). Focusing on data from sample ǋ only,
we see that a transition from RL = ƥ to RL = Ƨ=Ʀ occurs at Ǐ.Ǌ T, for lengths between
ǉǈ μm and ǌǈ μm. ĉe fact that all the RL curves from sample ǋ lie on top of each other
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Figure 4.7.1: Length dependence of RL using data obtained from 3 diﬀerent sam-
ples. No evidence of charge equilibration is observed over 10s of microns.
indicates that the edges can maintain diﬀerent chemical potentials over ǉǈs of microns
without equilibrating.
ĉe slightly higher transition ėeld for sample ǉ (Ǌǈ μm) compared to sample ǋ is
likely due to a slightly diﬀerent density frozen in beneath the gates during cooldown.
From the diﬀerence in transition ėelds (Ǐ.Ǌ T versus Ǐ.ǎ T) we can estimate that there
is Ǎƻ more density frozen in near the gates in sample ǉ compared to sample ǋ. Bulk Rxy
values do not vary by such a large amount between samples in this wafer.
ǌ.ǐ MŃŀĹķŊŀĵŇ BĹĵŁ EńĽŉĵŎŏ IłĺŃŇŁĵŉĽŃł
All samples used in this experiment were obtained from the wafer LP ǉǉ-ǉǐ-ǈǐ.ǉ,
grown at Bell Laboratories in Murray Hill, NJ, by Loren Pfeiﬀer and KennethWest.
Fig. ǌ.ǐ.ǉ has the details of the growth.
Ǐǐ
Figure 4.8.1: Wafer Structure: LP 11-18-08
ǏǑ
5
ĉeQuantum Spin Hall Eﬀect in HgTe
QuantumWells
ĉe quantumHall eﬀect creates chiral edge channels that carry currents around the
perimeter (edge) of a sample in a direction governed by the magnetic ėeld. Positively
charged particles will circulate clockwise, and negatively charged antiparticles will
circulate counterclockwise. Both contribute to a clockwise current. Switching the ėeld
direction switches the direction of this current. Furthermore, backscaĨering of
injected particles is prohibited because of the lack of backwards-moving channels on a
any given edge. To turn around, a particle would have to tunnel across the
incompressible bulk of a quantumHall sample.
It is hard to imagine this occurring at zero magnetic ėeld. However, in systems with
strong spin-orbit interactions, such a phenomenon is indeed possible. ĉe spin-orbit
interaction creates a strong correlation between the spin of an electron and the
direction it is traveling. Clockwise-moving electrons will prefer to have their spin point
up, and counterclockwise-moving electrons will prefer to have spin down. To turn
around, an electron will have to either Ěip its spin (and stay on the same edge), or
ǐǈ
tunnel across the sample (and maintain its spin). ScaĨering between the
counter-propagating Kramers pairs within an edge is predicted to be impossible
without explicitly breaking time-reversal symmetry.
For such a phenomenon to be observable, this one dimensional channel must be the
only component carrying charge in a sample (as is the case in the quantumHall eﬀect).
ĉe bulk gap in the quantumHall eﬀect arises from the quantization of kinetic energy
by a magnetic ėeld. ĉe gap in the HgTe samples we use to measure the quantum spin
Hall eﬀect is a conventional insulating gap that arises from Bragg scaĨering of electrons
in a periodic potential. However, the strong atomic spin-orbit interaction induced by
heavy atoms (strong core electric ėelds in mercury atoms) switches the energetic
ordering of two bands at the location of the gap in the Brillouin zone.[ǐ]¹
Without the strong spin-orbit interaction, those bands would have the opposite
ordering (in energy), creating a gap with more conventional ordering. At any transition
between these gaps will force the formation of a one-dimensional channel that has a
conductance of eƦ=h. ĉe prevention of backscaĨering should make this quantization
robust and independent of the length of that ǉD channel. Indications of such a channel
(the quantum spin Hall or QSH eﬀect) was ėrst reported in [ǋǎ]. Two good reviews
are [ǋǏ, ǌǋ].
Ǎ.ǉ OŊŉŀĽłĹ Ńĺ ńŇĹŋĽŃŊň ŌŃŇĿ
We’ll begin by discussing the most important observations from early QSH
experiments carried out at the University of Würzburg. Aěer this, we’ll describe a
systematic way to probe the conductance of a topologically protected, bi-directional
edge (this is diﬀerent from the unidirectional QHE edge). By using this technique on
samples grown inWürzburg (lithography done at Harvard), we have been able to
identify and characterize the resistance of quantum spin Hall edges.
ĉe original work [ǋǎ] describing the QSH eﬀect clearly demonstrated that samples
with a wide quantum well, in which band inversion was expected, showed a
dramatically lowered resistance compared to samples with a thinner well (no band
inversion, no edge channels). ĉis was accomplished using the geometry shown in
Figure Ǎ.ǉ.ǉ.
¹Actually, HgTe is a semimetal with no gap. However, conėnement in one dimension (as in a ǊDES)
can create the desired inverted bandgap. Strain also should work.
ǐǉ
In such a geometry, the ohmic contacts are supposedly connected by ideal one
dimensional QSH edges, each with a resistance of Rk. ĉus, the two terminal resistance
between opposite contacts is ƧRk k ƧRk = ƧƦRk. ĉe resistance obtained by dividing
the voltage drop across two middle contacts (I=Ʀ  Rk) by the total current Ěowing
across the sample (I) should be ƥƦRk.
In samples with small dimensions (L  ƥ μm), the transverse resistance was found
to be very close to the measured value of ƥƦRk. ĉis can be taken as evidence that, in
these small samples, the edge channels behave almost as ideal (non-backscaĨering)
channels connecting ohmics. Even in these small samples, however, the measured
resistance was never sharply quantized (as compared to typical data from quantum
point contacts or the quantumHall eﬀect) over any range of topgate voltage
(corresponding to tuning the Fermi energy through the gap).
ĉe elevated resistance observed in larger samples (and some ǉ μm samples as well)
suggests that some scaĨering can occur. From data in [ǋǎ], we see that a sample with
mobility in the range of μ = ƥƤƩ cmƦVs and an edge length of Ǌǈ μm has a resistance of
roughly ƪ  ƫRk (data from Figure ǌ of [ǋǎ], assuming equal partitioning of current
between the top and boĨom edges of sample as depicted in Figure Ǎ.ǉ.ǉ). No
scaĨering along the edge would provide an ideal conduction channel with resistance
ƥRk. ĉe higher resistance would correspond to roughly Ʃ  ƪ sites along the edge at
which the edge fully equilibrates (or even more sites with partial equilibration). ĉis,
in turn, corresponds to a scaĨering length of a few microns.
Note that calculating resistances for ideal QSH samples depends only on the
number and conėguration of contacts around the edge (topology) and not the actual
spacing of these contacts (geometry). ĉis can be tested by warping the geometry
between contacts and identifying nonlocal transport signals, and was checked in [Ǎǉ].
Finally, it was observed that large perpendicular magnetic ėelds were eﬀective at
increasing the resistance of the sample, suggesting that breaking time-reversal
symmetry may destroy the protection of edge channels.
Ǎ.Ǌ MĹĵňŊŇĽłĻQŊĵłŉŊŁ SńĽł Hĵŀŀ EŀĹķŉŇĽķĵŀ RĹňĽňŉĵłķĹň
ĉe sample we used to quantify QSH behavior were grown in the group of Laurens
Molenkamp at the University of Würzburg. Lithography was carried out in the
ǐǊ
Figure 5.1.1: In a simple Hall bar geometry with six contacts, half of the injected
current will ﬂow along the top edge of the sample, with the other half ﬂowing along
the bottom. Each edge connecting adjacent ohmics has a resistance of Rk = h=eƦ.
The measured voltage (Vxx = I=Ʀ  Rk) divided by the total current gives a resistance
of Rxx = h=(ƦeƦ). Note that this should only depend on the number and conﬁguration
of the contacts (topology) not on the actual spacing of them (geometry).
cleanroom at Harvard, and measurements were done here as well. ĉe growth
structure of the wafer is provided in Figure Ǎ.Ǌ.ǉ. For the (ǈǈǉ) orientation of growth
in the z-direction, a well thickness of over ǎ.ǋ nm should correspond to an inverted
band structure in the ǊD bulk. ĉe sample has a mobility and density of
μ = ƭƨ; ƤƤƤ cmƦVs and n = Ƨ:ƫƬ ƥƤƥƥcm Ʀ.
ĉe wafer was grown with intrinsic doping, creating a metallic ǊDES prior to
intentional depletion of carriers via the gate eﬀect. ĉe devices we created are depicted
in Figure Ǎ.Ǌ.Ǌ. Mesas are deėned via reactive ion etching, and ohmics are made by
depositing titanium and gold. Without etching, contact resistances of Ʃ kΩ are
obtainable on (ƧƤƤ μm)Ʀ areas. Lower resistances (in the range of Ohms) can be
obtained by removing material via RIE before depositing metal.
To deėne the regions of the mesa that will be [topologically] insulating, we put
ǐǋ
Figure 5.2.1: Growth structure of HgTe/CdHgTe wafer used for measurements.
down a topgate (insulated from the sample with silicon oxide). Energizing the gate
(red in Figure Ǎ.Ǌ.Ǌ) removes carriers and can be used to tune the Fermi energy of the
sample to lay within the gap. ĉe geometry is designed to create short edges (roughly Ǌ
μm) between each Ohmic contact. Assuming the bulk is insulating, we would expect
these QSH edge states to provide one conduction channel (R = Rk) between each pair
of contacts. Every edge is lithographically identical, allowing us to obtain many
measurements of this QSH resistance.
To obtain the six-contact topology used in the original QSHmeasurements with
this eight-contact sample, we can simply ground three adjacent contacts (and draw
current from all three). We can then repeat the measurement described in Figure Ǎ.ǉ.ǉ.
As we change the chemical potential in the gated (red) region to lie inside the gap, we
ėnd that the transverse resistance of the device approaches Vxx=I = Rk=Ʀ (Fig. Ǎ.Ǌ.ǋb).
However, at various gate voltages (while still remaining in the gap), the resistance is
higher or lower than the expected value.
ǐǌ
A lower resistance is only possible if additional transmission channels are present
(Fig. Ǎ.Ǌ.ǋd). ĉis can occur if the eﬀect of the gate is not uniform, or if the disorder
potential is very rough. A higher resistance can only occur if the edge is not perfectly
transmiĨed. ĉis can occur if there is a time-reversal breaking defect present. However,
because edges are spin-polarized, partial reĚection of an electrical current will require a
sink for the spin current. ĉe resulting spin accumulation would have to relax (perhaps
to phonons) or diﬀuse out of the region.
However, there are other ways to obtain the observed resistance of Rk=Ʀ. If the edge
between the voltage probes has a high resistance> Rk, but current is partitioned
preferentially towards the other side, a similar voltage drop may be recorded. To
proceed, it would be beĨer to extract the resistance of a single edge directly, instead of
an agglomerate of many edges at once.
ĉe simplest strategy that identiėes the resistance of individual edges (in a situation
where contact resistances are high) is to make twomeasurements with diﬀerent current
injection conėgurations (Fig. Ǎ.Ǌ.ǌa,b). By measuring Vƨ; Vƥ; Uƥ; andUƨ it is possible
to extract both Rƥ and Rƨ. By repeating similar measurements for all edges, a map of
edge resistances can be made (Fig. Ǎ.Ǌ.ǌc). From here, it is clear that the resistances are
distributed over a large range, from close to ǉ Rk to roughly ǌ Rk. ĉese resistances
were averaged over a range of gate voltages within the gap. A plot of resistance for a
single edge as a function of gate voltage is given in Figure Ǎ.Ǌ.Ǎ.
Ǎ.ǋ CļĵŇĵķŉĹŇĽŐĽłĻ FŀŊķŉŊĵŉĽŃłň
Perhaps the most prominent feature in all of this data are the large Ěuctuations in
conductance. Understanding these is vital to engineering clean devices (eventually
with superconducting contacts). In the ėrst sample measured (all the data presented so
far), these Ěuctuations were always a function of gate voltage (and not time), but they
wouldn’t reproduce upon sweeping back and forth. ĉis is presumably due to charging
at either the oxide interface or within the dopant layer of the grown structure.
In a more recent sample, we were able to reproduce gating behavior and follow the
conductance oscillations of an edge while changing the magnetic ėeld and DC current
bias (Fig. Ǎ.ǋ.ǉ). From these measurements, we ėnd that there is no indication of
ǐǍ
periodic B-dependence (as would be expected from ballistic resonances enclosing
some area). ĉe sharp decrease in the amplitude of Ěuctuations (Fig. Ǎ.ǋ.ǉa) with a
small DC current bias (ǉǈ nA) remains unexplained.
ǐǎ
Figure 5.2.2: Schematic of QSH edge devices. Large ohmic contacts (blue) were
made by depositing Ti/Au on a sample with a buried HgCdTe quantum well. By gat-
ing very small regions of the edge, we can create a series of well-deﬁned QSH edges,
each 2 μm in length, to study the variability of conductance. Also provided is an
equivalent resistor network for the sample. Each ideal QSH edge has a resistance of
Rk.
ǐǏ
Figure 5.2.3: Transverse resistance in the quantum spin Hall eﬀect. b, Resistance
shown in a plotted versus gate voltage. The red line corresponds to the expected
value (assuming ideal QSH edges) of Rk=Ʀ. Puddles can create parallel channels to
increase conductance, and time-reversal breaking impurities can create backscattering
to decrease conductance.
ǐǐ
Figure 5.2.4: a, b, Two measurement conﬁgurations that allow us to extract the
resistance Rƥ. c, The resulting QSH edge resistances for eight 2 μm edges.
ǐǑ
Figure 5.2.5: QSH Edge Resistances versus Gate voltage for resistors 4 (left) and 7
(right) in Fig. 5.2.4. The red region is the region determined to be the center of the
gap in gate voltage, and the green lines indicate the mean of the red data along with
the standard deviation (plus and minus). The dashed red line indicates the conduc-
tance expected for an ideal QSH edge.
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Figure 5.3.1: Gate-dependent QSH resistances versus DC current bias (a) and mag-
netic ﬁeld (b). Color scales are resistances in units of Rk. The expected resistance
(given the contact topology and assuming ideal QSH edges) for the plot on the left is
0.375 Rk and the expected resistance on the right is Ƥ:ƩRk. No clear periodicity is seen
versus B.
Ǒǈ
A
Fabrication Procedures
Here I’ll brieĚy describe the fabrication recipes used to make samples measured as part
of this thesis. ĉis shouldn’t be taken as an up-to-date reference. Look on the Yacoby
group server for more current recipes.
Before processing any wafers, it is a good practice to clean the backside (using hot
methanol and a coĨon swab, for example). Cleaving can be done with a scriber,
followed by brief sonication in trichloroethylene, acetone, and methanol (in that
order).
A good strategy for spinning resist on small pieces is to glue the small piece on a
larger wafer, and then spin the larger wafer with the small piece oﬀ-center. Using
CrystalBond ǍǍǍ to glue the small piece to the large piece works very reliably.
A.ǉ PļŃŉŃŀĽŉļŃĻŇĵńļŏ
ĉis process is suﬃcient for making paĨerns using using the positive tone Shipley
resists. ĉey are suﬃcient for deėning regions to be etched, and provide resolutions on
the order of ƥ μm.
Ǒǉ
A.ǉ.ǉ SļĽńŀĹŏ RĹňĽňŉ PļŃŉŃŀĽŉļŃĻŇĵńļŏ ĺŃŇ EŉķļĽłĻ
Use this process to identify regions of a wafer from which you want to remove material.
It will not provide enough undercut for liěoﬀ processes.
ǉ. Spin Shipley ǉǐǈǍ at Ǎǈǈǈ RPM for ǌǈ seconds.
Ǌ. Bake the wafer at ǐǈ C for Ǎ or so minutes.
ǋ. Expose for ǌ or so seconds onMJBǌ in constant power mode.
ǌ. Develop the sample in MIF ǋǉǑ (a TMAH developer) for ǉǈ or so seconds.
Ǎ. Hard Bake the sample for a few minutes at ǉǈǈ C. I’ve skipped this a few times
with no ill eﬀects for acid etching.
A.ǉ.Ǌ SļĽńŀĹŏRĹňĽňŉPļŃŉŃŀĽŉļŃĻŇĵńļŏĺŃŇMĹŉĵŀDĹńŃňĽŉĽŃłĵłĸLĽĺŉŃĺĺ
ĉis process creates good undercut but has less resolution than the standard recipe
above.
ǉ. Spin Shipley ǉǐǉǐ at Ǎǈǈǈ RPM for ǌǈ seconds.
Ǌ. Bake the wafer at ǐǈ C for Ǎ or so minutes.
ǋ. Expose for ǐ seconds onMJBǌ in constant power mode.
ǌ. Soak sample in chlorobenzene for ǌ minutes. Be sure to carefully dispose of the
chlorinated solvent.
Ǎ. Develop the sample in MIF ǋǉǑ (a TMAH developer) for Ǌ minutes.
A.ǉ.ǋ IŁĵĻĹ ŇĹŋĹŇňĵŀ (AZǍǉǌ IR)
ĉis is a negative resist that works very well as a liěoﬀ resist. ĉe most sensitive step is
a brief bake at ǉǊǈ C, which should be done on a well-calibrated hotplate (ideally to
within ǉ degree Celsius). ĉis is sadly too hot to use for HgTe samples.
ǉ. Spin AZǍǊǉǌ IR at Ǎǈǈǈ RPM for ǌǈ seconds.
Ǌ. Bake the wafer at ǉǈǈ C for ǌǍ seconds.
ǑǊ
ǋ. Expose for ǈ.ǌ seconds onMJBǌ in constant power mode.
ǌ. Bake the sample for ǍǍ seconds at ƥƦƤ ƥ C (very sensitive to temperature).
Ǎ. Flood expose the sample (no mask) for ǌǍ seconds. ĉis isn’t sensitive
ǎ. Develop the sample in AZ ǏǊǎ IR for Ǌǈ seconds.
If features don’t seem fully developed, or if the undercut appears inadequate, repeat
the Ěood exposure and developing steps one more time.
A.Ǌ EŀĹķŉŇŃł BĹĵŁ LĽŉļŃĻŇĵńļŏ
ĉese are the parameters for the Elionix Ǐǈǈǈ. Writing with the Elionix F-ǉǊǍ is strictly
easier (ǎǈǈ μmwrite ėelds for Ǌǈ nm features works well).
A.Ǌ.ǉ SŁĵŀŀ GĵŉĹň Ńł GĵAň SĵŁńŀĹň (NŃŇŁĵŀ EŋĵńŃŇĵŉĽŃł): EŀĽŃłĽŎ Ǐǈǈǈ
ǉ. Spin PMMA ǑǍǈK Aǌ or AǊ at Ǎǈǈǈ RPM for ǌǈs.
Ǌ. Bake at ǉǐǈ C for> Ʃ minutes.
ǋ. Write small features, then large features:
(a) Smallest features (<ǉ μm): write at ǉǈǈ pA with a ǏǍ μm chip size and
ǎǈ,ǈǈǈ dots.
(b) Larger features (bewteen ǉ and ǉǈ μm): write at Ǌ nA with ǎǈǈ μm chip
size and ǎǈ,ǈǈǈ dots.
ǌ. Develop in MIBK/IPA (ǉ:ǋ) at ǈ C (ice bath) for ǉ minute
A.Ǌ.Ǌ SETň (AłĻŀĹ EŋĵńŃŇĵŉĽŃł): EŀĽŃłĽŎ Ǐǈǈǈ
ǉ. Spin MMA(ǐ.Ǎ)MAA diluted ǎƻ in Ethyl Lactate at Ǎǈǈǈ RPM for ǌǈs (ǉǊǈ -
ǉǍǈ nm)
Ǌ. Bake at ǉǐǈ C for> Ʃ minutes.
ǋ. Spin PMMA ǑǍǈK Aǌ at ǌǈǈǈ RPM for ǌǈs (about Ǌǈǈ nm)
Ǒǋ
ǌ. Bake at ǉǐǈ C for> Ʃ minutes.
Ǎ. Write at Ǎǈ pA with a ǏǍ μm chip size and ǎǈ,ǈǈǈ dots. With these seĨings,
doses of about ǈ.ǏǍμs expose both layers of resist, and doses of about ǈ.Ǌμs
expose just the lower layer.
ǎ. Develop in MIBK/IPA (ǉ:ǋ) at ǈ C (ice bath) for ǉ minute
A.Ǌ.ǋ LŃŌ VŃŀŉĵĻĹ PŇŃķĹňň ĺŃŇ HĻTĹ: RĵĽŉļ
ǉ. Spin PMMA ǑǍǈK Aǌ at ǌǈǈǈ RPM for ǌǈs.
Ǌ. Bake at ǐǈ C (!) for> ƥƤ minutes.
ǋ. Write small features, then large features:
(a) ǋ kV accelerating voltage
(b) ǋǈ μ aperture for ƥƧƤ pA, ǎǈ μm aperture for ƪƩƤ pA.
(c) Working distance of about ǉǉ mm
(d) Dose: ǐǈ μC/cmƦ
ǌ. Develop in MIBK/IPA (ǉ:ǋ) at ǈ C (ice bath) for ǉ minute
A.ǋ RĹŁŃŋĽłĻMĵŉĹŇĽĵŀ (EŉķļĽłĻ, PŃŀĽňļĽłĻ, ĵłĸMĽŀŀĽłĻ)
A.ǋ.ǉ PļŃňńļŃŇĽķ AķĽĸ Eŉķļ ĺŃŇ GĵAň
Use this to remove up to a few microns of material from the topside of a wafer aěer
performing photolithography (typically with positive Shipley resist).
ǉ. Mix HǋPOǌ:HǊOǊ:HǊO in a ǉ:ǉ:ǊǍ ratio. A good amount is ǌ mL of HǋPOǌ, ǌ
mL of HǊOǊ, and ǉǈǈ mL of HǊO. Stir thoroughly, or the etch will not be
uniform in time.
Ǌ. Swirl sample around in etchant. A typical rate is ǉǐǈ-Ǌǈǈ nm/min, and you
should shoot to eliminate the top donor layer in a symmetrically doped well. For
asymmetrically doped wells, eliminate the ǊDES layer.
ǋ. To hit target, use the proėlometer.
ǌ. Rinse sample in HǊO.
Ǒǌ
A.ǋ.Ǌ BŇŃŁĽłĹ/MĹŉļĵłŃŀ Eŉķļ ĺŃŇ ŉļĽłłĽłĻ ŌĵĺĹŇň
ĉis works on both GaAs and HgTe samples. We use it to thin samples down prior to
evaporating metal on the back to make a backgate. Typically, a ǉǈǈ μm sample is easy
to handle while a Ǎǈ μm sample is challenging.
ǉ. Process the top side of your sample completely. It is hard to do additional
topside processing aěer thinning.
Ǌ. Prepare a second wafer (we use insulating GaAs) with annealed metal on the
surface (easily bonded to). ĉis should be larger in area than your sample.
ǋ. Mount your wafer upside down (!) using crystal bond on a small piece of glass
(ideally Ǌ x Ǌ inches or so). Take a tray, some cleanroom wipes, and a large glass
piece (ǐ x ǐ inches or so) into a plastic hood.
ǌ. Add bromine to methanol to get a ėnal solution of ǉǈƻ bromine. ĉis should be
done in a plastic hood aěer clearing it with any safety controllers. It is a very
dangerous and pungent mixture.
Ǎ. Place a cleanroom wipe on the large glass piece, then pour a small amount of the
bromine mixture on the wipe. Rub your sample in a ėgure ǐ on the soaked
region for about ǋǈ seconds. Wash it oﬀ with methanol, then check the
thickness. (ĉis can be done using the z micrometer on an optical microscope).
Use the measured diﬀerence to calibrate your rate and continue until you hit
your target thickness (we’ve been able to handle ǉǈǈ μm, and we’ve failed to
handle ǌǈ μm).
ǎ. Clean up carefully.
A.ǋ.ǋ RĹĵķŉĽŋĹ IŃł EŉķļĽłĻ ĺŃŇ HĻTĹ: NĹŎŎ RIE
ĉis is used to deėne mesas and improve ohmic contacts in our HgCdTe materials. It
should follow photolithography with Shipley resist.
ǉ. Start the recipe burnin.rcp for Ǌǈ minutes immediately. ĉis can be done
while preparing your sample.
Ǌ. Next run the recipe ch4h2ar.rcp for Ǎ minutes without your sample
ǑǍ
ǋ. AĨach your sample with cooling paste to the holder, and run ch4h2ar.rcp
once more. ĉe rate should be about ǉ.Ǎ nm/sec. ĉe mesa etch should be
deeper than the mesa depth (this isn’t true for GaAs), and the ohmic etch
should be about ǉǈ nm shallower than the mesa depth.
ǌ. Remove cooling paste with IPA.
Ǎ. Remove resist with acetone, then methanol. Ultrasonic cleaning may be
necessary to cleanly remove all resist.
A.ǌ MĹŉĵŀ EŋĵńŃŇĵŉĽŃł
ĉese are all quite straightforward.
ǉ. GaAs ohmics: Ǐ nmNi, x=Ƨ nm Ge, Ʀx=Ƨ nm Au, Ǌǈ nmNi, ǉǈǈ nm Au. x is the
depth of the ǊDES in nm. Aěer liěoﬀ, anneal at ǉǊǈC (ǉ min), ǋǌǈC (ǉ min),
ramp from ǋǌǈC to ǌǎǈC in ǋǈ sec, then hold at ǌǎǈC for Ǌ sec before stopping
the heat.
Ǌ. GaAs small gates: ǋǈ nm PdAu
ǋ. GaAs large gates (climbing over mesa edge): Ǌǈ nm Ti, x+ ƥƤ nm Au
ǌ. SETs: Ǌǈ nm Al for the ėrst evaporation at an angle of ƧƩ from the normal.
Oxidize with dry air for ǎ minutes at a pressure of Ǌ-ǋ torr. Turn by Ǒǈ degrees,
then evaporate another ǌǈ nm of Al. Evaporating the island before legs is
somewhat more reliable (minimizes metal-metal shadowing).
Ǒǎ
B
FridgeWiring
All of the measurements reported in this thesis were carried out in a commercially
available dilution refrigerator (Oxford Instruments MX ǌǈǈ), with a base temperature
of ǉǈ mK and ǌǈǈ μWof cooling power at ǉǈǈ mK. With the as-sold wiring, electrons
in a sample will be cooled to roughly Ǐǈ mK. To lower this to Ǌǈ mK, we added
ĉermocoax lines (part ǉNcAcǈǍ) from room temperature down to the mixing
chamber. At the ǉK stage, the cold plate, and the mixing chamber, these lines were
broken out to thermalize the inner conductor. ĉe boxes used to ėlter these wires
consist of copper cases with sapphire plates (Fig. B.ǉc shows a version with a diamond
ėlm instead of sapphire). ĉe inner conductors of the coaxial lines are connected to
meandering gold lines evaporated on the sapphire plates. At the still plate, the coaxial
lines are pressed against a thermally anchored copper mount.
To thermally anchor the sample to the mixing chamber, a silver coldėnger with
three thin rods (to minimize eddy current heating) was used. ĉe silver was vacuum
brazed to form joints, and screwed in tightly to the mixing chamber with brass screws.
For mechanical support, two copper plates were added to the sides. High conductivity
ǑǏ
1K Plate: ~1.5 K
Still Plate: ~300 mK
Cold Plate: ~100 mK
Mixing Chamber: ~10 mK
Stripline Boxes
for thermalization
(see bottom right)
Thermocoax between 
           lter boxes
Copper Wire to sample
Filter box with striplines grown on diamond
a
b
c
Figure B.1: Wiring of the fridge.
copper wires connect the cold wires at the mixing chamber to the sample (Figure B.Ǌ).
Ǒǐ
Figure B.2: Coldﬁnger
ǑǑ
C
Special Measure
Special Measure provides a simple frontend for MATLAB’s instrument control
toolbox, allowing users to quickly set up Ěexible scans through parameter space with
high degrees of control. ĉis section is borrowed from the online Wiki on April ǉǏ,
ǊǈǉǊ, and shouldn’t be used as primary documentation.
(hĨp://code.google.com/p/special-measure/wiki/SpecialMeasure).
Each hardware device is represented by an instrument (not to be confused with
MATLAB instrument objects) that containes information about how to control it and
what channels (see below) it provides. ĉis information roughly corresponds to the
hardcoded instrument drivers and channel array in Labview SM.
ĉe channel concept is very similar to that of Labview SM - each channel represents
some parameter, input or output value of an instrument. In most cases, it will be some
physical quantity. ĉere is currently no distinction between write and read channels.
All channels should support a read operation, but it is up to the user to make sure that
channels that do not support write operations (typically acquisition devices) are not
used as set channels. Writable channels should always accept and return a single
double, but read-only channels can also return matrices of arbitrary dimension - e.g. a
ǉǈǈ
vector representing a complete scan line. Writable channels can be self ramping, in
which case its variable can be ramped by the corresponding instrument. If available,
this feature is always used to set channel values (function smset), and can also be used
for measurements.
Information about instruments, channels (i.e. the rack) and other conėguration is
stored in the global struct smdata. Channels and instruments are stored in the struct
array smdata.channels and smdata.inst. Major changes to smdata.inst are only
required when adding new instruments or updating drivers, but it may occasionally be
necessary to change certain instrument parameters, such as the data dimension for read
channels.
Internally, channels and instruments are identiėed by their indices to the struct
arrays smdata.inst and smdata.channels. ĉese indices (printed at the
beginning of each line by smprintchannels and smprintinst can also be used to
specify channels and instruments in function arguments, including scan deėnition.
Alternatively, channel and instruments names can be used. Lists of names can be given
as a char arrays or cell vectors of strings. ĉe conversion from names to indices is
typically done with smchanlookup and sminstlookup. Channel names should
always be unique. Instruments can be called by their instrument type identiėer
(smdata.inst().device, e.g. SRǐǋǈ) if there is only one such instrument in the
rack, or an optional name, which should be unique amongst instrument types and
names. Instruments with a name should generally be called by that name.
C.ǉ PňĹŊĸŃķŃĸĹ
• Set constant channels
• Call conėgfn; scan=configfn(i).fn(scan,configfn(i).args:);
• Main loop
– For loops needing update (outer ėrst)
* Set values and/or program ramps
* call prefn
* wait
* trigger ramped channels if needed
ǉǈǉ
– end
– For loops needing readout (inner ėrst)
* read data
* call postfn
* apply procfn
* display data
* save data if needed
* call datafn
– end
• end
• Save data.
ǉǈǊ
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